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PREFATORY NOTE 


The purpose of the following pages is to give a 
popular account of the hature of goodness in human 
life. They are not specially addressed to the 
philosophical student, but to the wider public 
interested in the subject: for moral philosophy is 
the quest of a few, but morality is every man's affair. 

P 

Ncr is the book an essay in casuistry. Cases of 

conduct are infinite in number, and hardly two of 

■ 

them are the same; general rules fit them awkwardly. 


But morality is a spirit manifested in life, not a body 
01*^11168 j 'and this point of view is marked by the 
the Miffd Life. 

W. R. S. 


Septmber. 1911 . 
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THE MOTCtrr'EIFE 

AND MORAL WORTH 

t 

CHAPTER I 

THE MORAL LIFE 

Two questions, distinct from one another in kind, 
may be asked about the moral life. One of these ia 
a question of fact and history, the other is a ques¬ 
tion of validity or of worth. The conduct of man 
is disj^inguished from the behaviour of aniinaly by 
the presence of moral iSeas. These ideas appear 
in tie way in which ho regards conduct and the 
ftbaractef which issues in conduct ; some things 
j(Pe ^pproyed by him and called good ; others he 
aisapproves ant^ calls bod. When we inquire intg 
th^ origin of moral ideas, or trace their connexion 
with tho physical and social environment, or follow 
Tte stages iq their^eveloprnent from* their earliest 
to their presept form, we are occupied with the 
hj^kirical question. Bui behind this question lies 
another of equal or gnvater interest. The historian 
m'ay be able to tell us what kind of life was keld 
to ^ good at any time, and how tne ideas atraut the 

1 



2 ' THE MORAL I^IFE 

good life have varied or developed ; but when he 
goes on to say whether the life called good, wm 
really good or not, he is no longer a mere historian ; 
he has raised the quesfion of the vahdity of., the 
ideas which he records, and of the worth of the 
life which he describes. In doing so he has passed 
to a new point of view, which is not that of the 
historian but that of the moralist. It is from 
this latter point of view that the moral life will be 
regarded in the following pages. Their purpose is 
to give an account of the characteristics of human 
life which are good or praiseworthy and which are 
commonly described by the term virtue. 

With the history of morality we are not directly 
concerned ; but a few sentences on its method and 
results will lead up to the consideration of the moral 
life from the point of view of its value or worth The 
varieties of moral conduct and moral codes have 
long been a commonplace of reflective writers, lii* 
differences are not merely in modes of conduct; they 
affect the ideas and judgments of men. Cne race 
or one age condemns what has been appioved by 
another. ‘‘ dhere is nothing j”st or unjust,said 
Pascal, “ which does not change its quahty with a 
change of climate. Three degrees of latitude over¬ 
turn the whole science of law.” The qualities 
meet admired are those that suit the circumstajices 
of a people. Where war is the common business, 
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• THp MORAL LIFE 

ijpurage is accountedVhe chief among the virtues ; 
a’setti^ei society looks Jpr justice in the social order ; 
in the industrial state^hoyestj- and straightforward 
dea^ng are praised and approved, even by those who 
do'not practise them. There is a similar variety in 
the faults which arif condoned. In the words of 
Macaulay, “ Every age and every nation has certain 
char^ctefistic vices, which prevail almost universally, 
which scarcely any person scruples to avow, and 
which even rigid moralists luit faintly censure. 
Succeeding generations change (he fashion of their 
morals with the fashion of their hats and their 
coaches, take some other kind of wickedness under 
their patronage, and wonder at the de|)ravit 3 ' of 
their ^tncestors." ^ 

The remarks, of Pascal and Macaulay are merely 
illush'atlons of a view expressed by many writers in 
different ’ periods. They observe the varieties of 
^9T%\ idea*), and occasionally hint at a cause for the 
variation. Witjf Pascal it is climate ; Macaulaj 
speaks ef it as a mere fashion. There is no attempt 
bring all the facts together and look at Ihe j)roce88 
as a VIhsle. JTo do4his ha.s been the work of ()uit« 
recent times. Great stojes of knowdeilge have been 
ac^Bmulated regarding the customs and ideas of races, 
civilised and uncivilised, and tfce theory of evolu¬ 
tion put into our hands a clue^or understanding■ 
this material. Tin thh way a scientific history of 
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morals has arisen. Much' sldll remains matter 9! 
conjecture ; but it is possiblg to state certai^'^qsults 
with a fair degree of confidenne. 

In the first ^lace, we are able to affirm thaf., so 
far as our evidence goes, morality in some form has 
always been a factor in humafc life. Men are never 
without some consciousness of a distinction between 
good and evil, between things that are to be'donp and 
things that are to be avoided. This conclusion has 
been disputed, it is true, but only because too narrow 
an interpretation has been put upon morality. The 
savage may not have the same abstract notions as 
the civilised man, and he may approve what the latter 
condemns, but he is not therefore without a con¬ 
science. A single case will illustrate the jaoint: 
“ Mr Howitt once said to a young Australian native 
with whom he was speaking about the food pro¬ 
hibited during initiation, ‘ But if you'wei^ hungry 
and caught a female opossum, you might pat it i,f tSte 
old men were not there.’ The youth replied, ‘"T 
could not do that ; it would not be right ’ and he 
could givi no other reason than that it would 
be wrong to‘disregard the cust'ims of his people.’' 
The particular prohibition has nothing to do with 
morality, as the civilised man understands moratify. 
but to the savage iO was a moral prohibition, which 
his' conscience enforced, irrespective of any actual 
command or probable penalty : ‘‘the customs of 
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9 

people ” were the measure of right and 

^opgr. 

This points to a second conclusion which may be 
drawn from the historical sfudy of morality. In 
ea^Fy societies there is no distinction between custom 
and morality ; the castoms of the tribe are reflected 
in the individual conscience, and exercise a regulating 
infli^ence upon individual conduct. Nor is there any 
law or any morality outside this eustomary' rule. 
Every part of it tends to have the same sanctity for 
members of the tribe. There are no delined punish¬ 
ments for disobedience ; but breach of the moat trivial 
rulea may be visited with the severest consequences. 
When some of these customary requirements are 
laid (jown as positive commands and enforced by 
penalties for nonconforfhity, law is beginning to 
tak^ an independent position; when portions of it 
^re regafdeihas authoritative for their own sake and 
^•t silup^y because they are customary, morality 
^n(^ custom are coming to be distinguished. Bqt 
in She beginning these distinctions did not exist. In 
the tribal s^age of society men show little indepen- 
^eftoeq^ character, lyid they are not given to reflection. 
They are social—or tribal—to the core ; “ they 

t^ink in herds ” ; and tliey follow the tradition of the 
tribe as their rule of ri^ht and wrong. 

*We enter more debatable ground if we seel^, in 
the tLird placefto estimate the amount of difference 
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that actually exists, or has jWxisted, between the 

moral codes of different communities. Tli^ ^rea-l; 

diversity of moral ideas is “^hc thing that strikes 

one first and nit'st fortihlt. Cruelt}-, intempefance, 

cowardice, untruthfulneas, disregard of human li^e, 

have all heen practised, at ontj time or anothfer, hy 

one peo|)le or another, without remorse and without 

rebuke. Peihaps there is no precept of tire moral 

law that coidd stand the old Lest of universal assent 

—“always, everywhere, and by all men.' These 

things cannot be (‘xplained av\ay. At the same 

time they are only one j)art of the story of morality. 

It is easy lo magnify the iliffercnces. \’ices niE^y be 

ac(|uicsced in without being held to be virtues. 

Thi' coward ma\’ still admire brawrv. the liar 
^ ' * *1 
truth, the intem])erate nnt.i self-restraint, although 

he eondoni's his own lack of the virtue. Fur|licr, 

we must remember that early morality is tribal 

morality ; to understand the moral attitude'of 

members of a tribe, we must look lo the condiicE 

whicb they ap|)ro\e between man iVnd man within 

the tribe, and not to their behaviour ^towards 

strangers or wiemies. Looking^from this p^oiaFot 

view. Dr W’esteri'.iarck sums up the results of his 

impiiry into the history of moral ideas in the 

following words . “,^\Vhcn we examihe the moral 

ruleij of uncivilised races we ftnd that they in a vefy 

large measure resemble those prejralent among 
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nation^ of culture. Jn every aavage community 
bfomicii^e is prohibitecf by custom, and so is tbcft. 
Savages also regard clTarity as a duty and praise 
generssity as a virtue—irrJec'J. tbe^ customs eon- 
ccriting mutual aid are often mucb more stringent 
than sur own : and,many uncivilised peoples are 
conspicuous for tbeir aversion to telling lies. Hut 
at tile s^me time," be goes on to adtl, " tbere is a 
consrderable dilTerencc' between tbe regard for life, 
property, trutb, and tbe general well-lx'ing of a 
neighbour, wbicb dis|ila\s itself in jirimitive rules 
of morality and that wbicb is found among 
ourselves." 

Perhaps it is not too mucb to say tlnit tbe whole 
differenee results from the i)riniiti\i‘ identification 
of morality with tribal rf'ustom. 'Tbe progress of 
moral ijleas depends upon their emancipation from 
tbe rule,of cyistom. For this role both limits tbeir 
^j^lication and obscures tbeir meaning. Early 
flioftil ruft's are limited in tbeir a|i|ilicalion. All 
dixies are regarded as iluties to tbe tribe and witbiri 
the tribe ; and it is only by slow stagi-s that the 
•tioBtis 0 * 1 ^ tribe and nation have br-ey I’roken, and 
that iiToral “ideas fiave come to be recognised as 
haying universal validiU'. And tbe same cause baa 
oljscurcd the •meaning of morality. Eifrly morality 
oensists in adherence to custom ; by eonscquenco 
it.cdhcentrate^ attention upon octions rather than 
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upon character, upon the external manifeJtatioriB 
of life rather than upon ita inward nature. The 
emphasia has to be changed^motive and intention, 
rather than ovprt act, have'to be accentuated—in 
order to bring out the true nature of morality. ‘The 
progrcaa of morality thus jnvolvea ita gradual 
emancipation from the external rule of cuatom and, 
at the aamo time, an increaae and deepening of the 
reflective factor. ' 

Theae notea on the history of morality lead up 
to our present subject. Morality is internal ; it 
belongs to the inner life. And this is the mark which 
distinguiahcs it from the law of the land ami the 
conventions of aociety. These affect a man from 
without, direct or limit Ims activity, and prescribe 
its sphere. Their operation is external ; apd they 
do not touch him at every point : beyond the range 
of the actions which they require or forbid th^i^ 
are wide tracts of conduct to which thd laws' ar® 
hidifferent or which they are uliable to co'tter. 
Further, they take account only of things done. 
There is an iryier circle of personal life whicn a,mait 
claims as his own, and into winch neither J)ositive 
law nor social rule is able ta penetrate. Morality is 
not limited’in this way. It rests on a conscious¬ 
ness of the difference between good and evil ; this 
ronficiousness influences the springs^of action'ip^ a 
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man’s Swn natur; ; .works from within out- 
wlrds, adui is capable of affecting every part of his 
life. ■ 

Law^nd moralitj’, however, iTre cloielv connected. 
'The/ were undifferentiated in their origin, and their 
BubseqiTent history hn« been one of constant inter¬ 
action. Moral ideas guide the legislator, and the 
moralist Uas iuiitated the form and methods of the 
jurist." Morality has been often presented as a system 
of rules for conduct, or duties : the eoncej)tion of 
moral law has been taken as f\indiimental. Nor need 
objection be taken to this course, providetl we bear 
in mind that the moral law is not ini|)osed by an 
external authority, and does not dejiend for its 
validity on sanctions or penulties. At the siune 
time, when duty or the •moral law is made the 
fundameatal conception, there is nearly always 
a ten3eno^' to fix attention primarily on a man’s 
a^jpns "I'ather than on the man himself, on his 
cifhdJct raflicr than on his character, on what he 
does* rather than* on what he is. Morality is ex¬ 
pressed in^the imperatives " do this,” ” abi^ain from 
,tii’at<’» and we examine a man’s comiuct to see 
whether *the Taw has been kept. Provided what 
ifl rqfluired be performed, and what is forbidden 
avoided, we ate apt to rest ccnitcnt. Yet it is 
possible that the man flf exact performance in^ 
ren(^in* untouchfd by the spirit of moralit\'. No 
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correctness of conduct givge by itself thi unity 
and completeness of the moral life. Aiidh this *is 
acknowledged both by the'^plain man and by the 
philosopher. Though hfe have kept all the com¬ 
mandments from his youth up, a man feels *^hat 
something is still lacking. He asks whiclf is the 
greatest commandment ; he seeks some compre¬ 
hensive duty which will contain all the others, and 
in fulfilling which he may have the assurance that 
he is a good man. The philosopher, also, tries to 
reduce the varied detail of duty to a single principle, 
which will express the inward meaning of morality 
and the ways in which it applies to life. 

This unity of principle has been sought in different 
waj's. Sometimes the method has been external, 
and a general formula has been given for the'‘results 
which were held to be worthy of attainintyit ^ “ the 
greatest happiness of the greatest nunJber ’ is a 
formula of this sort. At other times the prinijjjjle 
of duty has been found in an attitude' of thf; v^ll 
itself ; and the good will—that is,*a will in harmony 
with the ifioral law—is said to be the only unqualified 
good. A view akin to this latter is a eonseqitenCR 
of the doctrine that moralit}’ is interrial. tiOodneBa 
does not consist in a succ^sion or collection of^ts, 
which we must s^ek to describe by some general 
formula. It is a life, \^hich expresses itself* in 
conduct but whfch has its source in volition.* O^ty 
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is the law of the moral but the moral life itself 
is fealisefl-in character. 

% W ^ 

A man’s character is ^lade both for him and by 
him. Jt is based on his inherifed powers and ten- 
Sencifes. It is developed by his experience, includ¬ 
ing under “ experienced’ both the systematic train¬ 
ing which is called education and the countless 
influences jvhich the inature as well os the growing 
mind receives from physical, social, and mental sur¬ 
roundings. These influences meet with and operate 
through an internal factor which modifies the whole 
product. This is the individual will. Heredity 
provides the basis (^character. The environment 
gives the external conditions in which it must live 
and grow by assimilation of experience and adapta¬ 
tion to'lhe circumstances (?f life, but the selection 
of niateri^ and the mode of ada|)tation df'pend upon 
the nafure of the man as a voluntary agent. The man 
hijjijelf B a factor in producing his own character. 
It^s Throuj^ his volition that one action is jM'r- 
formad, another left undone ; one career chosen, 
another ^^ssed b}'. And these acts and fimissions, 
in theif turn, modify the character of 4he man to 
whom they were due. The disputed question about 
free-\iill need not troubll us here. It is enough 
thaC a man’s own volitions are an ynportant factor in 
forming his character, and that this voluntary fact(^r 
mali;^B {Praise or blame appropriate iA judging him. 
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No exact measure can >bel*giv«n of the extent^to 
which volition determines ^character. Sglltne, char¬ 
acters seem to be more ^astic than others from 
birth. A trend to virtue or to vice may be bdtij witjj 
a man, and in some this trend is more decisive than 
in others. It is equally cliar that circumstances 
may be favourable or hostile to the development of 
certain kinds of character. The surrouiKiings into 
which some men are thrown are of a kind to encourage 
energy and the orderly rule of the desires and to call 
forth the higher interests of intellectual, artistic, or 
social endeavour. Others, again, are so placed that, 
as we say, circumstances do not give them a v-hance. 
No honourable career may be open ; the surround¬ 
ings may be frankly criminal or wholly frjvolous ; 
and the character tendS to be assimilated to the 
type. These considerations must give ms, pause 
should we attempt to assess the merit or guilt of tjie 
individual. For such an estimate we should reqivre 
a full knowledge both of the inherited basis of cliar- 
acter and of the social and other conditions flndet 
which it took shape. Tout comprejtdr^ ^c’est tout 
pardonner, ft has been said. J3ut this epigrttfli too 
affects omniscience. Those who have known them¬ 
selves bes}; have not been'foremost in asserting Jhat 
blame is altogether out of place. 

>The principle is clear enough, though ite appEcar 
tion is complex and difficult. W» do not praue or 



THE. MORAL LIFE 


• 13 


byrine a^man for MiatVi bis nature with which his 
will has Mothing to do—^because he is tall or short, 
for instance, red-haired or dark. Yet we cannot 
pay ^hat even physical characteristics’are altogether 
outside the range of the moral judgment. The 
admira{ion of physicfl beauty, though frequently 
conventional and misplaced, has yet within it an 
elemept (9f moral appreciation. A beautiful body 
suits a beautiful soul and is often its manifestation. 
The beauty of goodness and the goodness of beauty 
have even been blended so as to form a single con¬ 
ception ; but this is not the assertion of a fact, but 
only the expression ^ a hope that the ideals may not 
be finally distinct. The connexion between moral 
and ph^'sical excellence is too often broken owing to 
the intractable material wfth which the moral will is 
confr^ntsd. In the phj-sical sphere the material is 
qjore intibctable—more fully determined by con- 
ditiens rndty}endent of volition—than in the case of 
otiior aspects of Jife. But even into it the moral, 
elenTent may enter. It is not by marking off one 
sphere—^»r example, what is populariy called 
conifuCt-^froip the oUier manifestations’of life, such 
as intellectual or even physical characteristics, that 
we^oBn arrive at a correct account of whak belongs to 
morahty. The extent to^ which volition enters is the 
onTy njeasure of the application of jnoral predicates. 
And there is nd part of man’s nature which lies 
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entirely outside the reach of his'will. A ipan mny 
not be able to add a cubit tahis stature, or\o remove 
mountains from his jatfc ; not every man h^s it in 
him to be an artist or a mathematician. But Ivi cart 
care for and preserve his bodily health, ,he ‘can 
cultivate his intelligence an(^ his artistic sense, and 
he can strive to climb the mountains that bar his 
progress. ' • 

These considerations enable us to give a meaning 
to the two terms Physical Virtue and Intellectual 
Virtue. The terms were used in Greek ethics ; but 
modern writers find them of doubtful application. 
The Greek word which we'translate “ Wrtue ” 
had not cjuite the same signification as our term ; 
to “express that meaning fully it had to be qualified 
by the adjective “ moral.” The term Physical 
Virtue (which, however, is of very rare otfcuivence) 
was applied to the organic or impulsive basis fer 
virtue in the inherited character—the .inborn 
dencies which facilitated the gjowth of specific 
human excellences. These lie at the foundation of 
a man’s voluntary activities and prepare Wm be^fore- 
hand for the cultivation of certain habits ••f action. 
In the modern meaning^of “virtue,” that term 
cannot be. applied to them, because it signifidli/iot 
merely excellence,' but an. excellence w'hich arises 
rvj?t of volunta^ preferences. It is oftes diffi¬ 
cult, however, to draw the line ^tween qualities 
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wljich are dotcmiifted ‘inherited disposition and 
qualities which have b^n acquired by personal 
and even strenuous volitjon. What one man attains 
at tl^e ^rice of a great struggle is eiltered into by 
another almost as a birthright. Consequently— 
apart from any questiSn about individual praise or 
blame—we are forced to call by the name of virtues 
all excellences of character which (however they 
have been acquired) can be acquired or modified by 
voluntary effort. So far as any excellence is merely 
a natural or inherited tendency, it may be the basis 
of virtue, but is not itself a virtue. Hut the term 
virtue .is applicable ^hen the quality has become 
a source of habitual action, provided that it is also 
capablejof being modified by voluntary effort. 

Physical capacities are T>y no means out of all 
relatic^ t© will. By systematic volition a man can 
g^atly niddify his original povers in the direction 
o^aalth’an^ strength ; by idleness or sensual excess 
he may allow his^ powers to run to seed and the 
ph 3 ' 8 fblogical harniony in which health consists to be 
disturbed, • Tlje strong and healthy man is admired ; 
^;he malt blapied who wilfulK" or negligently ruins 
his constitution. But we do not put health and 
bodyy strength among the virtues. The,reason is 
twofold ; these qualities ^re only* in a small degree 
amdhable to the will, and they cannot be des^iribe^ 
as habits of willirife. Virtue is not only the result of 
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action ; it also tends to ecllon in its turn, whereas 
these bodily qualities do not originate' conduct 
though they are amongst itp conditions. 

The question of the inclusion of intfellectus, 
qualities among the virtues must be decided oq the 
same principles, though it int'olves greater (Efficulty 
All tradition is on the same side, and wisdom ha£ 
commonly been ranked as the highest of the virtues 
But if virtue is a quality of will, a doubt arises 
How can we say that wisdom is something in ou 
power, like the other marks of a good character 
We are inclined to look upon it as a gift which w 
may use or misuse, but which, it is not within ou 
power to produce, any more than physical qualitie 
arc. 

When they described the excellences or virtues c 
man, both Plato and Aristotle based theia cl^sifice 
tion on the distinction between reason and the nor 
rational. Plato looked upon the soul as a kiqd ( 
polity or constitution which consisted of three pai^ 
—reason, the spirited or active impulses, and tt 
appetitec and desires. Each of thes^f psrts had i' 
appropriate function and excellence. The^e»ce‘Qen( 
of the first was wisdom, of the second courage, 
the third temperance. The notion of excellence ( 
virtue, as used he^e, was without the special impUc 
♦ion of voluntariness which it has in modem uSag 
;= tn Aristotle, however, that-the definite, di 
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tujction of intellecffbal tfed moral virtues is due. He 
defined tfie former as excellences of the reason, 
whilst the latter were regarded ag excellences due to a 
f»ropjr telation being brought about tJietween reason 
and, desire. There was no hesitation about tul- 
mitting Intellectual qualities as virtues, because the 
element of volition had not its modern jirominence 
in the,coiK;eption of virtue. Aristotle liiiuself was 
the first to make clear the importance of voluntary 
preference in the formation of virtuous habits. But 
this analysis was restricted to the case of the moral 
virtues, and was made to mark a fresh distinction 
between them and <(^he intellectual virtues : the 
latter were said to he actjuircd mainly by in- 
structioji, whereas the former wen> developed f'.y 
voluntary action out of innate capacity into habits 
of pref§rei»ce. 

_ Jf the modern view of virtue, by its emphasis on 
vo,^jtiDn, loii^cides with what Aristotle called moral 
,virtue, is not the w|;iole intellectual life excluded from 
its scOpe ? The inference would be justified only if 
reason and»wilkwere distinct faculties which carried 
On their»b\j8ine^ in mutual independence, instead of 
being, as they are, in intimate connexion. This con- 
nexiomof reason and will is twofold. • 

In the first place, intellect of reason is itself 
voluntary in its exercise. It is not a machine which' 
is siioply set in mdfion by touching the spring of will. 
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jorrectness of conduct givjB by itself thi unity 
ind completeness of the moral life. Ai^ this ^ 
icknowledged both by the*j)lain man and by the 
philosopher. Though hfe have kept all the com¬ 
mandments from his youth up, a man feels ^^hat 
something is still lacking. He asks whiclr is the 
^eatest commandment; he seeks some compre¬ 
hensive duty which will contain all the others, and 
in fulfilhng which he may have the assuranc? that 
he is a good man. The philosopher, also, tries to 
reduce the varied detail of duty to a single principle, 
which wiU express the inward meaning of morality 
and the ways in which it applies to life. 

This unity of principle has be'en sought in different 
w^s. Sometimes the method has been external, 
and a general formula has been given for the'results 


ivhich were held to be worthy of attainm^t; “ the 
greatest happiness of the greatest nunJber’’ is a 
formula of this sort. At other times the princiifle 


of duty has been found in an attitude’of thfe ^11 


itself ; and the good will—that i8,'&. will in harmony 


with the ijioral law—is said to be the only i^qualified 
good. A view akin to this latter is a cohseqweneft 
of the doctrine that morahty is interdal. tjroodness 


does not consist in a succ^sion or collection of^ts, 
which we must s^ek to describe by some genftral 
fojmula. It is a life, n^hich expresses itself* in 
conduct but whfbh has its source i|| volition.* Quty 
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is the law of the mijral but the moral life itself 
is fealisefl^in character. 

A man’s character is ^ade both for him and by 
bim. R is based on his inherited powers and ten- 
Jen^fes. It is developed by his experience, includ¬ 
ing under “ experienced’ both the systematic train¬ 
ing which is called education and the countless 
influences jvhich the mature as well as the growing 
mind receives from physical, social, and mental sur¬ 
roundings. These influences meet with and operate 
through an internal factor which modifles the whole 
product. This is the individual will. Heredity 
provides the basis character. The environment 
gives the external conditions in which it must live 
and grow by assimilation of experience and adapta¬ 
tion to’lhe circumstances (Jf life. But the selection 
of materi^ and the mode of adaptation depend upon 
the nafure of the man as a voluntary agent. The man 
hijijelf is a factor in producing his own character. 
ItTus \hrou^ his volition that one action is per¬ 
formed, another left undone; one career chosen, 
another ^|ssed by. And these acts and (jmissions, 
in their turn, modify the character of 4he man to 
whom they were due. The disputed question about 
free-^ill need not troublB us here. It is enough 
thaf a man’s own vohtions are an ^portant factor in 
foming his character, and that this voluntary fact(^r 
makes firaise or blame appropriate ifl ju(hdne.him. 
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No exact measure cari’ba'givin of the extent^to 
which volition determines ^character. Sfine, char¬ 
acters seem to be more pjastic than others from 
birth. A trend to virtue'or to vice may be bcft-ij witlj 
a man, and in some this trend is more decisive than 
in others. It is equally clSar that circumstances 
may be favourable or hostile to the development of 
certain kinds of character. The surroundings into 
which some men are thrown are of a kind to encourage 
energy and the orderly rule of the desires and to call 
forth the higher interests of intellectual, artistic, or 
social endeavour. Others, again, are so placed that, 
as we say, circumstances do m^ give them a chance. 
No honourable career may be open ; the surround¬ 
ings may be frankly criminal or wholly frjvolous ; 
and the character tend# to be assimilated to the 
type. These considerations must give ms,pause 
should we attempt to assess the merit or guilt of tj;ie 
individual. For such an estimate we shoulfl rei^ujre 
a full knowledge both of the inherited basis ol cliar- 
acter and of the social and other conditions 4ndet 
which it« took shape. Tout comprejidri^ ,c’est taut 
pardonner, It has been said, ^ut tins epjgmA too 
affects omniscience. Those who have known them¬ 
selves besji have not been'foremost in asserting Jhat 
blame is altogether out of place. 
vThe principle is clear enough, though its appBca- 
tion is complex and difficult. We* do not praise ol 
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bl^me a^man for rtiat^ bis nature with which his 
will has Mothing to do—jbecause he is tall or short, 
for instance, red-haired or dark. Yet we cannot 
pay ^at even physical characteristics*are altogether 
outside the range of the moral judgment. The 
admiraCion of physical beauty, though frequently 
conventional and misplaced, has yet within it an 
elemept (ft moral appreciation. A beautiful body 
suits a beautiful soul and is often its manifestation. 
The beauty of goodness and the goodness of beauty 
have even been blended so as to form a single con¬ 
ception ; but this is not the assertion of a fact, but 
only the expression ^ a hope that the ideals may not 
be finally distinct. The connexion between moral 
and pl^sical excellence is too often broken owing’ to 
the intractable material wilh which the moral will is 
confronted. In the physical sphere the material is 
more intrtictable—more fully determined by con¬ 
ditio^ Independent of volition—than in the case of 
otter aspects of^life. But even into it the moral 
elenJent may enter. It is not by marking off one 
sphere—-/or pxample, what is populariy called 
con<fu6t-j-froip the oUier manifeBtationk*of life, such 
as intellectual or even physical characteristics, that 
we,cmn‘arrive at a correct account of whak belongs to 
morality. The extent to^ which x«htion enters is the 
on¥y njeasure of the application of jnoral predicatr’S, 
And there is n^ part of man's nature which lies 
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entirely outside the reach df his^will. A ijian may 
not be able to add a cubit tahis stature, or^o remove 
mountains from his j)atti ; not every man h|is it in 
him to be an artist or a mathematician. But hf^ can 
care for and preserve his bodily health, ,he 'can 
cultivate his intelligence ancf his artistic sense, and 
he can strive to climb the mountains that bar hie 
progress. * • 

These considerations enable us to give a meaning 
to the two terms Physical Virtue and Intellectual 
Virtue. The terms were used in Greek ethics ; but 
modem writers find them of doubtful application. 
The Greek word which we .^translate “virtue" 
had not quite the same signification as our term ; 
tolexpress that meaning ^ully it had to be qualified 
by the adjective “ moral.” The term Physical 
Virtue (which, however, is of very rare o(fcu!tence) 
was applied to the organic or impulsive basis fei 
virtue in the inherited character—the anborq tfiv 
dencies which facilitated the gjowth of specific 
human excellences. These lie at the foundation of 
a man’s v^jluntary activities and prepace Mm before¬ 
hand for the cultivation of ceH)ain habits vf action. 
In the modem meaning,of “virtue,” that term 
cannot beiappUed to them, because it signifi^ oof 
merely^ excellence,* but an, excellence which arises 
curt of voluntaijyr preferences. It is often diflB- 
«ult, however, to draw the line iSbtween qualttiea 
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wijich are determined Tiy 'inherited disposition and 
qualities which have bpen acquired by personal 
and even strenuous volilion. What one man attains 
at tl|,e "^rice of a great struggle is eiftered into by 
another almost as a birthright. Consequently— 

apart from any question about individual praise or 
blame—we are forced to call by the name of virtues 
all ex^ellwices of character which (however they 
have been acquired) ca,n be acquired or modified by 
voluntary effort. So far as any excellence is merely 
a natural or inherited tendency, it may be the basis 
of virtue, but is not itself a virtue. But the term 
virtue .is applicable ^hen the quality has become 
a source of habitual action, provided that it is also 
capable^jof being modified by voluntary effort. • 
Physical capacities are T)y no means out of all 
relatic^i te will. By systematic volition a man can 
gi^atly mtTdify his original powers in the direction 
o(4js»alth'an^ strength ; by idleness or sensual excess 
he may allow his^ powers to run to seed and the 
physlblogical harmony in which health consists to be 
disturbed • Tlje strong and healthy man is admired ; 
the man blapied wh© wilfully or negligently ruins 
his constitution. But we do not put health and 
bodj^y strength among the virtues. The,reason is 
twofold : these qualities jire onlyvin a small degree 
amAiable to the will, and they cannot be desdribei^ 
as habits of williift. Virtue is not only the result of 
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entirely outside the reach his'will. A ipan may 
not be able to add a cubit tahis stature, orYo remove 
mountains from his j)atb ; not every man b|i3 it in 
him to be an artist or a mathematician. But Iv) can 
care for and preserve his bodily health, ,he »can 
cultivate his intelligence ancf his artistic sense, and 
he can strive to climb the mountains that bar his 
progress. ' • 

These considerations enable us to give a meaning 
to the two terms Physical Virtue and Intellectual 
Virtue. The terms were used in Greek ethics ; but 
modem writers find them of doubtful application. 
The Greek word which we ^'translate “virtue” 
had not quite the same signification as our term ; 
to“bxpres8 that meaning fully it had to be quahfied 
by the adjective “moral.” The term Physical 
Virtue (which, however, is of very rare odbuieence) 
was applied to the organic or impulsive basis f«r 
virtue in the inherited character—the anborq 
dencies which facilitated the growth of specific 
human excellences. These lie at the foundation of 
a man’s 'voluntary activities and prepare Ifiia before¬ 
hand for the cultivation of certain habits •f action. 
In the modem meaning,of “virtue,” that term 
cannot beiappUed to them, because itsignifi^not 
merely^ excellence,* but an, excellence which arises 
xvsrt of voluntaiy preferences. It is often diffi¬ 
cult, however, to draw the line Bbtween qualltiea 
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wjjich are determifled Vy ‘inherited disposition and 
qualities which have bfen acquired by persona! 
and even strenuous volition. What one man attains 
at tl^e ^rice of a great struggle is eiftered into by 
another almost as a birthright. Consequently— 

apart from any questiSn about individual praise oi 
blame—we are forced to call by the name of virtues 
all excellences of character which (however they 
have been acquired) can be acquired or modified by 
voluntary effort. So far as any excellence is merely 
a natural or inherited tendency, it may be the basis 
of virtue, but is not itself a virtue. But the term 
virtue .is applicable ^hen the quality has become 
a source of habitual action, provided that it is also 
capable^jof being modified by voluntary effort. • 
Physical capacities are Iby no means out of all 
relatic*i t® will. By systematic volition a man can 
gijjatly mddify his original powers in the direction 
o^vaUh' an^ strength ; by idleness or sensual excess 
he may allow his^ powers to run to seed and the 
physfblogical harmony in which health consists to be 
disturbe<^ • Tl^e strong and healthy man is admired ; 
the mafi blajned who wilfully or negligently ruins 
his constitution. But we do not put health and 
bodyy strength among the virtues. The.reason is 
twofold : these qualities |ire onlyain a small degree 
amAiable to the will, and they cannot be desiribe^ 
as habits of willing. Virtue is not only the result of 
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action ; it also tends to at^ion fei its turn, whereas 
these bodily qualities do^ not originats^'conduct 
though they are amongst itg conditions. 

The question of the inclusion of intftllgctual 
qualities among the virtues must be decided oij the 
same principles, though it int?olves greater difficulty 
All tradition is on the same side, and wisdom hae 
commonly been ranked as the highest of the yirtues 
But if virtue is a quality of will, a doubt arises 
How can we say that wisdom is something in oui 
power, like the other marks of a good character 1 
We are inclined to look upon it as a gift which we 
may use or misuse, but which, it is not within om 
power to produce, any more than physical qualitiee 
are. , 

When they described Yhe excellences or virtues oi 
man, both Plato and Aristotle baaed theiitcl^sifica- 
tion on the distinction between reason and the nqp' 
rational. Plato looked upon the soul m a kipd ol 
polity or constitution which consisted of thre^ partf 
—reason, the spirited or active impulses, and th( 
appetiteT and desires. Each of thesg pQrJts had ite 
appropriate function and exc^jdence. _ The jBXoeilenct 
of the first was wisdom, of the second courage, o; 
the third, temperance. The notion of excellejice oi 
virtue, as used here, was without the special implica 
/ion of voluntariness which it has in modem uSage 
Ti-. in tn Aristotle, however, that'the. definite, dis 
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tujction of inteUectfbal Shd moral virtues is due. He 
defined tike former as excellences of the reason, 
whilst the latter were regarded a§ excellences due to a 
propgr delation being brought about Ijetween reason 
and, desire. There was no hesitation about ad¬ 
mitting Intellectual qualities as virtues, because the 
element of volition had not its modern prominence 
in the.conception of virtue. Aristotle himself was 
the first to make clear the importance of voluntary 
preference in the formation of virtuous habits. But 
this analysis was restricted to the case of the moral 
virtues, and was made to mark a fresh distinction 
between them and <he intellectual virtues : the 
latter were said to be acquired mainly by in- 
structioi^, whereas the former were developed By 
voluntary action out of innate capacity into habits 
of prefgreace. 

_ Jf the modern view of virtue, by its emphasis on 
voj^tion, Coincides with what Aristotle called moral 
,virtue, is not the wjiole intellectual life excluded from 
its scBpe ? The inference would be justified only if 
reason an<^»wiLL were distinct faculties which carried 
On their'bqsine^ in mutual independence, instead of 
being, as they are, in intimate connexion. This con- 
nexiqihof reason and will is twofold. • 

In the first place, intellect oi* reason is itself 
voluJltary in its exercise. It is not a machine whiclf 
is simply set in mdlRon by touching the spring of will. 
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It is a mode in which a meil'acti^ In thinmng out 
the solution of a problem, oyf in forecaating*£he^com¬ 
plicated issues of conduct, man shows his nature 
as a voluntary "agent as much as in tilling the ground, 
or reaping the harvest, in eating his dinner or 5ght- 
ing his enemy. At least as nfuch voluntary Activity 
is required in following an argument as in transcrib¬ 
ing the words in which it is set forth. If. a certain 
aptitude, in the way of intellectual capacity, is 
required for one process, it is equally true that an 
aptitude of the nature of physical capacity is required 
for the other. Either task may be performed with 
thoroughness, clearness, and tmpartiahty, or in a 
scrappy, confused, and unfair manner ; and these 
different kinds of performance arise from and lead to 
habits which are apt to colour the whole character. 

In the second place, as reason is a modmof ,yolun- 
tary activity, so also all action which rises &,bove mere 
impulse partakes of reason. So clear did tMs appp^r 
to the leading Greek philosophers that they were 
puzzled to understand how volition could be divorced 
from reason—how there could be any sup]^ thing as 
unreasonable action. To lyiow what jvas “good 
seemed to imply willing the good ; for how can a man 
fail to d^ire the course "which he sees to be r,best 1 
From this point of view tl^e virtues were explained as 
simply different kinds of knowledge ; a cotrect 
knowledse and estimate of nleasures would be 
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temperance ; a kRowl^^e of what was to be feared 
and what was not to he feared would be courage ; 
and so on. This is th* Sgcra^c paradox : the will 
of ^ ^nen is for the good ; and virtue consists in 
knpwledge. The view is obviously at variance with 
the fac’ts ; yet it would seem to be no further from 
the truth of things than the contrary view, often 
put forward in modem times, that reason can never 
be a motive to the will. This latter view is as great 
a paradox as the characteristic doctrine of Socrates, 
although it may be stated so as to appear almost a 
truism. If reason is regarded as a distinct faculty 
in man, then it niie,y be thought that its quasi¬ 
mechanical operations go on in a sphere of their 
own, apd that it is only^ when they terminate in 
some pleasant idea that volition is set in motion. 
But padbn is not restricted to the manipulation 
jof abstrafit terms and relations. Such abstract 

S nirig ipay very well have only an indirect 
ng or no beaming at all upon action. The solu- 
tion'of the famous question. How many angels can 
dance oij .the, point of a needle 1 will^ s^ on no 
'buttons. , Bui* reason.is concerned primarily with 
concrete interests ; these^ interests stimulate and 
Bust^ the reasoning process, and tend to enforce 
its conclusion. The realidifficult^, therefore, is not 
to ^ee how it is possible for reason to influence 
volition, but to dCiderstand its frequent failure to do 
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80 . The difficulty is explaln^^ by^the want of pei^ 
feet harmony which exists between the co&stitpent 
parts of man’s naturq. Qesiee is in origin allied to 
impulse; and impulse has its roots in deep-Seq^ted , 
hereditary tendencies which have nothing to do with 
reason. It is therefore easy®for conflict to arise 
between desire and reason. But these cases of dis¬ 
harmony always tend to equilibrium. Either the 
desires are brought into subjection to reason, or else 
the repeated victories of desire result in obscuring 
and perverting the decisions of the intellect until 
immoral conduct comes to be supported by immoral 
principles. 

The term intellectual virtue, therefore, is not a 
misnomer, although it does not, as with Aristotle, 
indicate a class distinct /rom moral virtue. There 
are certain excellences which belong to 4' n^an in 
his capacity as a thinking being, and these may., 
t be called intellectual virtues. Further,,there 
' element of thought in all action ; apd, unless a man’s 
conduct is to some extent enlightened by a vieV of 
its end, 'we hardly speak of it as virtupus : his 
temperance will be regarded es only f.he rfsiSlt of a‘“ 
happy moderation in the strength of his passions, 
his courage as only an insensibility to fear, and eo,pn. 
In true temperante the impulses are controlled by 
■-vhe conception pf an end worthy of U man’s desfte ; 
in true courage it is in pursuit of a tdgb purpose ^hat 
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pain and dange# arfil readily faced. The purpose 
or epd, •which, in this,way, is involved in all vir¬ 
tuous character, cannpt be formed without reason. 
Viifufe—if we take the term to include all the char- 
a(^riatic8 which we call virtuous—is nothing less 
than the realisation of goodness in human character ; 
and it implies some idea—though not necessarily a 
complet#, or even a clear, idea—of the good to be 
realised. This is the element of truth in the Socratic 
paradox that virtue is knowledge. 

An account of the moral life, from the point of 
view of moral wortl^, must take the form of a descrip¬ 
tion and analysis of the virtues, that is, of the qualities 
which, the moral consciousness of men regards as 
exhibiting goodness in* human character. This 
realtfation of goodness in man presents a two-sided 
,developiflent, an individual or personal and a social. 
J'nom fhe individual point of view we have to look 
to tte ^ay in wHch a man’s capacities are brought 
intt) rational order and system. But the develop- 
meqt o| .individual character does not proceed by 
itsSli.* Jts nature an4 value can be understood only 
by taking into account the social relations and 
ui|titutions into which the individual w$a bom and 
which he in his turn helps to buiid up or modify. 

*Theee two aspects are inseparable in the moraliaflg^ 
tion olf man. The moral ideal has to enter into his 
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own personal nature, so thfiV' infpulse and desire 
are made to work in harmopy with reason»and the 
highest possible perfection is^ given to the develop¬ 
ment of his poirers. 'This is the personal aapbct of 
virtue ; and, as the greatest obstacle in its way is 
power of unreasoning impulse and sensuous ’desire, 
we may say that personal virtue has to do in the 
first place with the suppression of sensualism. ^ But 
this suppression of sensuahsm is accomplished in 
the virtuous character side by side with the sup¬ 
pression of selfishness. Man is a member of society 
—of the commonwealth of man—and the realisa¬ 
tion of his own nature must be^carried out in con¬ 
nexion with a world of related persons, who in 
virtue of their personality have equal claims to 
moral development. This negative element—or 
element of suppression—involved in the morc^l fife 
does not require the extinction either of one’s own 
personality in presence of others, or of desire Vind I-h^ 
pleasures of satisfaction in presence of reasiA. 'It'‘is 
the moralisation not the annihilation of ambition 
and desire that is demanded, the finding, of ^ne’s 
true self in others’ good as well,aa one’s qwnj^aad'the 
bringing of one’s sensuous nature into harmony with 
the realisai^on of a rational personality. , 

If we make this fundamental distinction of 

• 

Fersonal and Social the basis of a classification *of 
the virtues, we must bear in mind ihe limits of Iihe 
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extinction. Theandi^dual self and the oommunity 
are not centres of different circles ; they may rather 
be said to be the two loci in relation to which we 
may describe the course of huftian activities. If we 
follow only a part of the course of these activities, 
it may* appear as if our actions were determined by 
their relation to one point only ; followed out, aU 
our actions are seen to stand in relation to both 
poin&. No virtues are purely personal; no vices 
can be indulged without detriment to society, 
though their most obvious effect may be on the 
individual. Temperance and intemperance, courage 
and cowardice ei^il manifold consequences to 
society ; wisdom is the true pilot of the state, which 
is wrecked if folly be at the helm. The sscial 
virtues, again—justice, btenevolence, and the like— 
are i|i their essence personal qualities : but, in their 
case, not'only the conditions which call them forth, 
\)u| their whole scope and character are due to 
s^ciBty.f We may therefore define Personal Virtueg 
as 4hose excellences of character which exhibit the 
due ordqpn^ and regulation of the loA^er by the 
hi^tmr nature, and the culture or development of 
this harmomouB personality. Social Virtues, on 
the,other hand, are thflse excellences ^of personal 
character which exhibit the individual in harmonious 
relation with other persons—respecting their rights 
aqd |ffomoting#the common welfale. And the two 
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slasses are interdependent :|'witbout the personal 
virtues social good is not likely to be rightiy striven 
after; without the social virtues, the pereonal 
character is a pionstrosity—leeking individual ^ood 
in isolation from the community to which all 
qualities are due and in which all good mus{ be 
realised. 

Further, there are in human life dispositions and 
activities connected with our attitude not merely 
to personal and social ends, but to human life as a 
whole and its final meaning. These are apt to elude 
exact definition; for the object which determines 
their scope is not one object amoMst others presented 
in experience. Yet it is this Attitude which gives 
conjpleteness to human character; and room must 
be found, under a third division, for virtues' corre¬ 
sponding to what have been called Theological 
Virtues. 
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CLASSIFICATION OF JHE CARDINAL VIRTUES 

• • • 

I.^Pereonal virtues, or escellences not de¬ 
pendent for their toeaning on social 
relations:— 

(1] ^ exhibiting self-control, 

(a) the control of pleasures = Tkmperamcb. 

(b) the control of pains and 

direction of conduct in 
spite of pain, 
involving thus 

(2) self-culture, 

exhibited especially in the 
'' organisation anri direction of 

conduct by reason 


= COURAOK. 


= Wisdom. 


■il. Social virtues, or excellences arising out of 
1 ^^*,social nlations :— 

(r) due regafd for the rights of others Jdstice. 

* (2) due regard for the needs of others » Benbvolencb. 




CHAPTER II 


TBMPEBANCE 

1 ' 

The virtues of personal life are to be regarded both 
from the side of control and from the side^f culture. 
On the one hand the varied impulses and desires 
have to be regulated so as not to interfere with the 
realisation of the moral ideal. Man must be master 
of himself, neither swayed hither and thither by each 
desire as it arises, nor under ^e influence of some 
master passion which has obtained power in spite of 
tha moral reason. This element of self-control is 
included in the full mefflning of self-culturfe. But 
solf-culture means much more. It is pre-eminently 
a positive and active attitude, as self-control is ^ 
attitude of restraint. Self-culture means suph a 
development of personal capacities as lea^ia to't^e 
realisation of the greatest possible perfection of one’s 
nature. ,It is the active side of personal virtue, as 
self-control'is its passive side, ' < 

Within this distinction we may find'place for three 
out of the four Cardinal Virtues, which, sinije the 
time of Plato, havp been held to express the leaiding 
charaoteristicB of all that is admirable in the moral 
life. The moral consciousness of Christian a^ w^ll as 
H 
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nop-Christian times haaVceepted this account of the 
qualities on which virtuous habits “ hinge,” and it 
is therefore well to retain, as far as possible, the 
(jjd terminology and divisibns.' Justice, of course, 
belopgs to the field of social morality; but temper¬ 
ance, cotlrage, and wisciom may be taken as leading 
personal virtues. Temperance and courage might be 
said to signify the due regulation of the inferior 
elements in man’s nature and thus to be branches 
of self-control, while wisdom expresses the positive 
perfection of that which is highest in man, and is 
thus the most striking and brilliant quality in what 
is called self-culture.. 

But this statement does less than justice to the 
nature of courage. All that we mean by temper¬ 
ance is’expressed by the tBrm self-control; but the 
same ^erm does not express the full meaning of 
(jgurage. It is true that, for courage as for tem- 
DMajace, the impulses need to be held in restraint. 
PuSlier, it is true that a close parallel may be drawn 
between the restraint, exercised in temperance and 


that requi|'ed ^ for courage. But the lattgr has a 
{) 08 ifl'^ and active quality which does ■not belong 
to the former. As temperance may be said to 


consist in due restraint of fhe tendencies to pleasure, 
BO in courage the fear of pain is controlled, and man 
is «rmed against the obstacles in his path. In 
Plato's ^count oithem, both temperince and courage' 
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might be regarded ae diSerdnt hinds of Belf-conti;ol: 
temperance being the du^ regulation of »the desires 
and appetites, while courage is the rational guidance 
of the spirited or coinba^ive part of the souli^—g, pajt 
which has, however, as he asserts, a natural al]pnity 
with reason and tendency Co side with it against 
the usurpation of desire. This distinction is of 
decisive importance. In the cultivation lof temper¬ 
ance the desires require to be restrained by reason, 
whereas it is guidance by reason that is chiefly needed 
to produce courage. Only a partial view of courage 
can be got by regarding it as a case of self-control. 
This is its passive side. In ^s positive nature it 
tends to manifest itself as the type of active virtue, 
which pursues its path undeterred by pain and 
difficulty and danger. " 

The fundamental element in human aUtivity isjif 
the nature of impulse. The impulses, as the;^ra?jse 
and lead on to action, are not altogether without 
order or system ; they occur in response to 'Some 
definite .kind of stimulus. Nor arq they entirely 
blind : they may show adaptation to aq. ehd^evefl 
when the agent has no conscious purpose before 
himself. , When a definite impulse, with its special 
emotional tone, follows upon its appropriate stimulus, 
and when the response is adapted to some vital nfeed, 
we have the characteristic features'of instinct. ..The 
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instinct, with its sjstedll apd purposiveness, is part 
of the mental and physical endowment of the in¬ 
dividual as that has been determined for him by 
Ijpredity. In the life of*instinct he enters into and 
assimilates the experience of the race—but without 
deliberation or foresight. With the growth of mind, 
a man begins to form conscious purposes and to 
reflect upqp the best means for realising them. The 
processes <of the instinctive life are supplemented, 
and to some extent displaced, by an order governed 
by reflection; ends are sought which instinct did not 
provide, and they are sought by means which it did 
not devise ; volition,and intelligence take the place 
of automatism ; the moral life becomes possible. 

But the life of conscious purpose has always as^its 
basis tfie material of impuSse. The appetites, which 
aim a^8Uf)plying the needs of the physical organism, 
Ujve rise to the most persistent and, nearly always, 
the strongest impulses. But other objects, as they 
ScTtB interest and pleasure accompanies their pre¬ 
sence, occasion similar impulses and originate deflnite 
desire. relative strength of these ^ impulses 

VariS^greatly from the outset in different con¬ 
stitutions ; tfiey appear in an unsystematic way ; 
and prder is introduced (nnong them gradually by 
reflection on their ends or result^ and by means of 
the education which anticipates and guides such 
reflectlbn. ■ • 
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In Plato's Mejmblic, in. viliich jjthe soul of man is' 
compared to a civic community, the desires are made 
to represent the industrial portion of the population ; 
and, as the sqle duty of’the working-class inpPIato’g 
state is to do their work in obedience to the laws of 
the guardians or rulers, so a».d in the same 'way the 
function of desire in the soul consists simply in 
obedience to the rule of reason, The ajialogy, of 
course, is not to a democratic state in ivhich the 
people rule : that would suggest to Plato the mob- 
rule of desires in a man, and would, in his view, be 
httle better than the tyranny of some master passion 
to which it would infallibly ten^. His ideal state is 
an aristocracy in which the people do not rule but 
only obey. When the same doctrine is extended 
to the soul, it would seeai to lead to a view of the 
desires as without value of their own, and t^us to 
an ascetic interpretation of the virtue of t^mperanc^ 
Yet the peculiarly Greek virtue of mcder^ion 
suggests the orderly rule rather than the .cohtluesi; 
and extermination of desire. The word which we 
translate temperance is, says Jowett, “ a necvdiarly 
Greek notiop which may also be rendered nKidera- 
tion, modesty, discretion, wisdom, without com¬ 
pletely exhausting by alk these terms the various 
associations of the word. It may be described as 
mem mna in corpore sarib, the harmony or due 
-proportion of the higher and lower elemdnte.. of 
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human nature, '^biol^ ‘^akes a man his own 
master,’ »accordiog to the definition of the 
RejmSlic.” * 

^ The doctrine that tenfperance consists in moderate 
use IS most fully worked out by Aristotle, although 
he has u. somewhat narrow view of its application, 
for he limits his consideration of it to certain bodily 
desires oj appetites. A habit of enjoying these in 
moderation is the excellence in which, as he holds, 
temperance consists, while asceticism or abstinence 
would seem to be as much a vice as excess. In 
this view of temperance we have perhaps the best 
example of Aristotle’s characteristic doctrine of the 
“ mean ”—a doctrine which he uses to fix the exact 
measure of each of the moral virtues. In al^the 
moral* virtues we have mason applied to a certain 
content ^f impulse or desire ; and the doctrine of 
the meam is an attempt to give a precise account 
of ,the -measure of this appUcation—an account 
^Bieh ig at the same time an explicit working out 
of Ihe doctrine bf moderation traditional in Greek 
ethics from the time of the Seven Sages. The 
doff^lne, however, is not so precise ,a8 it looks. 
Aristotl* is ’careful Eo point out that his “ mean 
state ” is not an absolute or arithmetical mean. 
HS guards himself beforehand^ from tHe reproach 
brought against him lofig afterwards by Kant, that 
hg m^e mere^s^ a quantitative dfSerence between 
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virtue and vice. The mqan*^ or pioderate state in 
which virtue consists is relative to the matter with 
which it deals, and is determined by the judgment of 
the man of mqral insight; The weight of thn whole 
Aristotelian doctrine of virtue thus rests upon the 
judgment of the good man oraman of moral insight. 
The precision of the doctrine of the mean is really 
lost in the explanation that only a relative mean 
is intended. All that remains of it is tlji^it every 
virtuous habit lies between two opposed extremes. 
At what distance it stands from each caimot be told 
until the opinion of the morally good man has been 
taken. Thus, no measure is giv^n of the amount of 
use which is consistent with moderation, although 
the ^point is plainly made that temperance imphes 
use, not abstinence. t 

But the question may be asked. Is th^ rule of 
temperance due and moderate use, as Aristotle ^eld, 
or the complete suppression of desire as the^oscetjcs 
of all ages have maintained ? Put in this Iprrtf fce 
'question admits of but one answer, and yet that 
answer is hardly satisfactory. Asceticism is the 
gospel of pessimism. Only if the natural'^un^^uises 
and desires of men are wholly evil cah vikue con¬ 
sist in their suppression. <Now these impulses and 
desires fonh the material basis of human life. !^ven 
speculative contemplation dould not survive their 
complete extinction. The most logical pesshnism. 
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accordingly, is that whicfi* identifies the suppression 
of desire witt the extinction of life. 

The ascetic view denies^the possibility of moralis¬ 
ing or^imry life ; the desires, impulses*, and appe¬ 
tites of man. It is content only with their complete 
Suppressidh : even althBugh its end may be the 
moilkish ideal of a future fife of bliss to be obtained 
by the nyirtification of the fiesh. This view has never 
been so popular as to endanger tbe continuance of 
human or social life. It affects only the anaemic 
persons in whom passion is a negligible quantity, or 
pise the comparatively small number of people who, 
with strong passions, have also a resolute power of 
self-mastery. Yet these latter are often among the 
best of tl^eir race ; and it makes them desert tbe 
ftal battlefield of human nforality, to seek victory 
On a fiqjd with which the race has little concern, 
airuje victory there can only be reached through 
deaths ' 

_JPhe more immediate danger of the ascetic view of 
tfe is ^hat it sets up—as was done in the times of 
monasticisip.an^ as is still sometimes done torday— 
a'duaf sfckm^ard of virtqp : a “ higher life,” which 
abstains from marriage, from the eating of flesh and 
the driiiking of wine, even TFrom social intercourse 
with fellow-men, and from the ordinary decencies 
of ; and a lower standard, which permits such 
thinga to"the weaker wills of ordinary men. 


c 
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But it would be unfaiC^ to include in this con 
demnation every demai^ for abstinenee. A ^iru< 
ethical spirit is often to be seen in such a demand 
It may be required by the'conditions of thecpersoim 
life, or may be due to its social surroundings" The 
measure of temperance caKnot be expressed l)y the 
simple rule “ be moderate ” any more than by the 
simple rule “ abstain." The former may be nearei 
the true reading of virtuous performanpo:' but its 
vagueness needs elucidation by a nearer view of ite 
meaning, and this nearer view may give a partial 
or occasional justification to abstinence. 

In all cases, we have to asjt what the motive oi 
purpose is of the self-control in which temperance 
censists. Is it not the highest possible development 
of our nature both for j^jrsonal and for social ends 1 
And, from the personal as well as front the social 
point of view, the rule of moderation in desire may 
not always exclude abstinence. Two element are 
involved in the temperate life. The Qrst 'is*' s?lf- 
mastery: the passions must be so under control, 
that a fnan may know and feel himself their master 
and not liable to be tum^ aside by from 

achieving the end of his moral endeavour. The 
second js regulation: t&e bringing of impure and 
desire into such ^rder that, instead of opposing* they 
may subserve a moral purpose. The function of the 
appetites in ^ animal life shows bow they ^ may 
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serve important end^. iflu^ the primary appetites 
Iqad to the preservation the individual and the 
race, and in man they become the bonds of friendship 
pnd family affection. Si this way ithe merely 
natural impulse is moralised by being made the 
•guardmn, not of life alon* but also, in a measure, of 
the higher life. 

But circumstances, or the inherited disposition of 
'the indiindiip,l, may give any one impulse a strength 
far greater than is salutary in the interests of the 


moral and social life. This superabundant strength 
is most clearly characteristic of the primary appetites, 
’rh ey have to secure th^preservation of the individual 


life and the perpetuation of the human race, and their 


importance, accordingly, is so great—especially ja 
the pre-rfeBective stages of riiuman development— 


that we ffni^ them now clamant and powerful to a 
^Bgree which* often appals the reason. Hence it is 
.that fpr the due regulation of desire, mastery of 
’de^lre^ fliay, be’ regarded as an essential condition, 
fine gaveming element in the polity of man’s life 
has to be trained to rule, and the subject desir^ have 
■toritiB l&dituated to obedience. It may be semetimes 
necessary in the Interests of the moral life to abstain 
altogetl^er from indulging a ■desire, lest it ^row by 
what il feeds on untU it obtain suc^ power as to be 
an obstacle to the performance of important service. 
Thu ig pfthaps nobseldom the case inMesires which 
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are due to social conven^jotf or tp the specif qualities 
of some natural object, though they may not fiavp 
any immediate bearing upon morality. THua it is 
told of a lat« distinguished man of affairs, f^hat “ he 
once smoked a cigar and found it so delicious fhatlie 
never smoked again.” Th» need of self-centrhl wilt 
arise sometime, and that man alone is prepared for 
emergencies who has practised the art of ^elf-sacrifice 
and trained his reason to bear rule in thg^^oul. The 
late William James—who was never afraid to point 
a moral—has gone so far as to lay down the practical 
maxim; Keep the faculty of effort alive in you by 
a little gratuitous exercise evpry day. That is, be 
systematically ascetic or heroic in little unnecessary 
paints, do every day or two something for no other 
reason than that you wsuld rather not do it, so that 
when the hour of dire need draws nigh, ,’t may find 
you not unnerved and untrained to stand the test. 
Asceticism of this sort is Like the insurance w;hich a 
man pays on his house and goods. The tax dbes film 
no good at the time and may possibly nevea brin^ 
him a fetiim. But if the fire does come, his having 
paid it will be his salvation from ruin. ' B8^4ith the 
man who has daily inured himself to habits of con¬ 
centrated attention, etaergetic voUtion, aqd self- 
denial in unnecessary things, He will stand like 
a tower when everything rocks around him, and when 
his weakei fallow-mortals are vannowed Idke chaff 



. 37 


» TE^P'^R!LNCE 

in tjie blaat.” PBAaps^moat men are so placed 
fchat tt^^ey flo not need dpliberately to seek these 
occasions for self-denial^ But whether they are 
'Bough^ oftt—as James recommends—or whether they 
come ^unsought, they are essential to the training of 
character* * 

When we take into account the social aspect of 
the virf^ie «f temperance, there may appear to be 
still furtlftr room for abstinence. When a man 
drinks no wine for fear he may become a drunkard, 
we commend his conduct, but think his self-control 
short of the highest. He is able to subdue desire, 
but not to regulate it» But when ho drinks no wine 
lest others may become drunkards, we do not thus 
qualify ^cjur admiration. The need for such swif- 
sacrifice arises from the facf that personal and social 
‘develofimeVit do not keep step in thi'ir progress. The 
seme commlinity contains individuals at all stages 
of njoral’and intellectual development: men of 
strength of will an^ high purpose on the one hand, 
and dh the other men who need every adventitious 
aid to streggtht^ their weak genn of self-control, and 
\fho ar^uj^ble^to undei;ptand any rule of the desires 
which allows them to play any part at all in life. For 
the B^be of such, and at th& call of social (]uty, the 
higher culture which uses without abusing may bend 
itself to non-usage, and neither drink wine nor eat 
meablest a brother offend. Abstinence of this hind, 
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however, would seem to limited in its soop% be¬ 
cause the grounds for it aie occasional and ten^porary. 
It is when the desires have no essential connexion with 
what is good and admirable in life, that thefe QiayJ)e> 
a call to forgo their enjoyment altogether lestpthers 
fall into excess ; and, as sdlf-control is mbre widely 
spread throughout the community, the need for such 
abstinence for the sake of e*xample will disajjpear. 

A zeal against fleshly lust has led aifSost every 
moral and religious teacher to lay his ban upon some 
natural desire or other in the interests of the moral 
progress of the community he was addressing. Thee 
flesh has been contrasted with<the spirit as the source 
of all evil; and a pattern of holiness exhibited in 
a-purely spiritual or purely intellectual Jife. But 
such life is not the life df man. His highest attain¬ 
able life docs not abolish the life of sense, ^mttpurified 
and ennobles it, by bringing it into harlnony with. a. 
high purpose and by gathering its forces together to 
fulfil a worthy end. It is in thjs way that not tbe 
body only, but the whole framework of life, iflay be 
fitted te become, in religious language, % “ ^i^le of 
the Holy'Ghost.” , ... “ 

The leading charactefistic of the intempeoa^ life 
is a negative one. It is, without order or system. 
The intemperate man is swayed by each impulse 
as it arises and asserts its strength, de never 
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achieves a stable ol^raoAr, or, if he does, it is only 
through the ovemiBsterin^ force of a single impulse 
to which repeated indulgence has given the lead in 
1^ life. • It has been ur^hd that a stropg impube of 
thb kind can only be overcome by finding a stronger 
’ impulse which is able "to wrest from it its place. 
Emphasb used to be laid on the moral importance of 
thb view Dr Chalrarts in expounding a favourite 
doctrine hb—“ the expubive power of a new 

affection.” And there is a certain amount of truth 
in the doctrine. A strong impube cannot be over¬ 
come by an intellectual notion. The merely formal 
conviction that the ipipube b bod, b nut enough to 
reduce its strength. The evil affection must be 
replaced by good affections. Yet the view b jjply 
'partially correct ; it does «ot recognise the organic 
unity ^f mental facts—even such different facte as 
desire and'understanding. The moral life is not 
like fome' ancient battlefield in which the bsue b 
^eterlhinEvl by single combat between two champions. 
Theametaphor of'the battlefield may not be in¬ 
applicable to many of its incidents, but even then it 
Ik oflpdfei^ forces, not single champions, that are 
matched against one another. The moral life b an 
organised system, and its*progress b a process of 
gro'i^h, in which material b bot|i assimilated and 
rejected. 

l}ie fliaterial is^impube which find# its term in the 
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enjoyment of an object. _ Tne earliest moral trammg 
consists in the application of measure oraiioderalion 
to the gratification of these impulses. This ihvolves 
the restrain^ of impulse—h restraint which is segn 
to be adapted to the realisation of a desir^, and 
involves more or less complicated' adjustmeifts of' 
acts to ends. In this way impulses and desires 
become co-ordinated with reference to their purpose. 
The merely natural impulses are thus b^pu^ht into 
complex mutual relations which receive form and 
unity from some rational idea. The highest con¬ 
ception we can form of a moralised life is one in 
which complete unity of character and purpose has 
been achieved by the harmonious subjection of all 
impulses and systems of impulses to the idea of the 
Good. This is the ideal «f the temperate man, and,' 
in its completeness, it is also the ideal (jf the per¬ 
fectly virtuous man ; for only in subordination to 
the highest moral ideal can complete co-ordir^ation 
and regulation of impulses be established, iVen if 
this unity were realised, human character would still 
be a very complex system—consisting not merely in 
the oitferjpg of particular impulses, th% 

unification of many such ’orders br subordinate 
systems corresponding tcathe various classes of needs 
and desftes which enter into life. Our material 
needs, our family relationihips, our friendships, ^ur 
businesses, out favourite pureuil^, all fortn such 
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minor volitional or, as they have been called, 

‘ imivefcea of desire.”^ It is a mark of an imper¬ 
fect* character when these various groups of desire 
and interest are not to-ordinated—rflo not together 
make up a system : so that a man’s life is tom and 
d&coiinected\ and no common thread of purpose 
runs through ft. And it is a mark of a bad character 
when a^volitional system which is only fitted to fill 
a suLcMyinate place in life is allowed to dominate the 
whole, when sense or self is the centre upon which 
a man’s whole world of desire turns. Again, the 
training of character takes place not wholly or 
chiefly by exciting,new interests, but by introducing 
order into the grouping of interests, so that the 
different universes of desire may be sysU'inati^fid in a 
harnlonious life. • 

Now.the ordinary view of temperance is that it 
implies bhe preservation of at least so much order in 
one’s volitional systems that a man is the slave 
nefther, of each impulse as it arises, nor of that 
syetem of impulses whose end is sensuous gratifica¬ 
tion. But the principle oflmits of ex^nsion. If 
dktSnd tlie use of the term tempcuncc so os to 
include not'merely the control of sensuous desire, 
but 'the control of all desires which obstruct the 
hTgh est moral performance in gur power, the prin- 
aiple and root-idea of the ancient virtue of temper- 
tyiceSre still [veserved, while it his a fresh applica- 
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tion given to it. UnivereeB ft desire which are faf 
removed from the vulgar, temptations df sense, 
and are in themselves of high moral worth, yet, for 
men with certain gifts and in certain surroundiqgs, 
may not give promise of the nobles^ performance 
in their power. A man is said to “ Veny hiAisell " 
who postpones one volitional system, or universe of 
desire, to another which has greater moral claims 
upon him ; who gives of his substance thMif others 
may not want, who tods at his business to give his 
children a good start in the world, who Uves laborious 
days in the service of science or of art, or in hope that 
he may leave a name which the world will not 
willingly let die. For these interests and such as 
theser'he restrains a whole class of claiporous 
desires and turns his back'on what the world calls 
pleasure. , 

But still higher ends than fortune or famd'may call 
him ; and the question may arise in his life Whether 
];e is to cultivate the universe of desires coonecled 
with 1;UB intellectual interests and artistic ide^, 
or whetheceven these must be postpone;! tq realising 
for others than himself the copditions of a^’v^rfliy 
human life. No simple answer can be given to the 
question. }t is not poesibld'to lay down any def^te 
rule for deciding between the rival claims of such 
different circles of interest as those of higher personaJ 
culture and social benevolence. Much must depend 
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each.man’8 special gifts and on the special oiroum- 
sta^cesan which he is placed. Yet moral judgment 
is not silent on the point. We do not hesitate to 
cqpdhmn as selfish the man who ignores the claims 
o^ human brotherhood, even although he may be on 
the t/ail of n uncllssified worm or be compiling a 
“ key to all tfie mythologies." And we feel that the 
mai^ who has the instincts and powers of the artist, 
philosopher, or discoverer, and yet has proved him¬ 
self able to subordinate these noble desires in the 
service of other men less fortunately placed than 
himself, has shown the noblest form of self-saoriflce— 
a self-sacrifice which expresses the highest develop¬ 
ment of the virtue of temperance. 

“ Xhere are men, we know,” says T. H. Greati, who 
has insisted on this pdlnt, “ who with the keenest 
seiifibility to such pleasures as those of ' gratified 
ambitiofl and love of learning,' yet deliberately 
fqrgo them; who shut themselves out from an 
abundance of esthetic enjoyments which would \)e' 
open to them, as well as from those of family Ij/e ; 
and w |^9 dQ this in order to meet the claims which 
tCe Vq[k o{ realising the possibilities hf the human 
soul in society—a work a hundredfold more complex 
it presents itself to ds than as it printed itself 
to Aristotle—seems |jo makes upon them. Such 
Sacrifices are made now, as they were not mode in the 
’days* of the Greek philosophers, and in that seiue a 
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higher type of living ia known ^ongus ; not because 
there are men now more re^dy to fulfil recognised 
duties than there were then, but because with the 
altered structure of society men have become‘alive 
to claims to which, with the most open eye and heart, 
they could not be alive then.’* Suchi sacrifices, we 
may add, exhibit the greatest trial and greatest 
triumph of modem cultured gdodness—the triuniph 
of the ideal of human brotherhood over tlui'selfish 
development even of the highest part of the individual 
nature. 

The full and final universe of desire must be one 
in which the narrowness of in^iividual ambition 
and individual culture, as well as the grossness of 
sensuatappetite, has been overcome. Sense must 
be permeated by reason, ancf-reason itself inspired by 
the ideal of a common humanity. Among thr circles 
or systems of personal interest, the social seif asserts 
its claim as pre-eminently the moral self. A "society 
o| intemperate men, in the narrower senses of the 
terin, that is, of men ruled only by sensuous desise, 
hM in itself the seeds of disintegration anji decay. 
The citizens must discipline thejr own membjnKth'at 
they may be fitted both to submit to and to exercise 
the control and ordered activity that constitute a 
commonwealth. And social progress requires a 
oorresponding development in this power of personad 
control—the regulation not merely ofi what is called 
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COUBAOX 

It iB not without reason that courage Holds the fore¬ 
most place in Aristotle’s list of the virtues, flato’s 
order was different: temperance coming firs^r^a the 
control of appetite and desire, and next to it courage 
as the due regulation of certain higher impulses, 
combative or spirited, which act as watch-dogs of the 
soul and protect it from danger. ,.This view better 
reveals the essential nature becabse the true purpose 
of coucflge. It is the type of active virtue which 
triumphs over difficulties and dangers for the sake 
of a worthy end. i ^ 

But courage, in its beginnings, is something less 
dignified. It is not so much the guidance bf t^e 
active impulses which guard the soul against eVU 
and, as Plato has it, naturally side with reason 
ag^iinst des^e. It has to perform another and 
inferior office :i to act as a restraint on what ia 
rather than as the guide of Jhigher powers, lit has 
to control the ignoble imputae under which a m^ 
tends to turn his baok,.to the foe, to flee from danger, 
to tremble at the shock of fear, to be unmanned by < 
a touch of pain. Hence courage may.be said t6 1 m 
u 
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the fir8t||elemeQ^ th^b^ie of monlinesa ; it would 
seem tome the primary^excellence which appears in 
the triumph of the moral over the natural man. 

Thp control of feai*—of certain l^ds of fear, at 
ajijr rate—seBrns to arise earlier in the history of 
raties than tw control of the appetites whose satis¬ 
faction brings sensual pleasure. It is the strength 
of these impulses that often impels men and animals 
to phkJ^ide fear and face danger in pursuit of food 
or mates. Mastery of pain, in this sense, precedes 
mastery of pleasure. The virtue which first raises 
man to organised civic existence is the virtue of 
courage. The very existence of a young community 
commonly rests on th#fighting quality of its members; 
and the courage required is courage in preggpce of 
the dangers of war and battle. This is the primitive 
type o^ manliness; and to this quality the warlike 
Ro&anspgave the characteristic name of virtue: 
th^ man's excellence rather than the woman’s, for 
the wo^an kept the home while he defended it with 
hi# sword from hostile attack. * 

This is the primitive virtue ; and we are ofl^ 
r 0 tni;^ftd, ftom unexpected quarters,* of the pro¬ 
minent* pladb it occupies even in the modem con¬ 
science. " Every man,’i said Dr Johnson, “ thinks 
mbanly of himself for not havi^ been a soldier, or 
Qot having been at ^a. . . . Were Socrates and 
Gharles the Twelfth of Sweden IxAh present in any 
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company, and Socrates to say; ' Fo^ow me and hwi; 
a lecture in philosophy ' ; ^.nd Charles, laying his 
hand on his sword, to say, ‘ Follow me and dethfone 
the Czar,' a man would be* ashamed to follow 
Socrates. Sir, the impression is univ^al. . . . l^e 
profession of soldiers and sailoft has ime digifity of 
danger. Mankind reverence those who have got 
over fear, which is so general a’weakness.” , ^ 

Courage has been often represented as jwsther a 
physical quality than a moral virtue. But the 
difference, in this respect, between it and the other 
virtues is only a difference of degree. All the virtues 
are connected with organic conditions ; they are all 
built upon impulsive or instinctive tendencies. In 
couragAf the impulsive basis is more obvious^ than 
it is in the case of the other •Virtues. The abihty to 
look danger calmly in the face, and to bear pain 
with unblenched cheek, is certainly very largely a 
matter of inherited constitution ; and it is pterhops 
op tliis account that we find Plato sometimes 
drawing a broad line of distinction Between courage 
an5 the other virtues. “ Do you ask me,” he sa 3 rB, 
“ what is that one thing which call virtue andr4h^ 
again speak of as two, one part being courage, and 
the other wisdom 1 I will t€ll you how that ocou|rs ; 
one of^them has to do with fear ; in this the beasts 
also participate, and quite young children—I mean 
courage ; for a co&rageous temper is sr gift of naturp^ 
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ayd not reaaoni But without reason there never 
has been, nor is, nor will be a wise and understanding 
soul.’’ 

9 

a Coufage, however, is like the other Virtues in that 
it amnita of trslning. The power to stand up against 
fear is hot altKether out of our control ; the con¬ 
stitutional basis of courage, like the constitutional 
basis ^f temperance, may be developed, or may be 
allowet^W degenerate, by the kind of voluntary 
activity carried out, until courage or cowardice 
becomes habitual. It is true that, in the cose of 
courage, more depends upon inherited constitution, 
less is in the powei»of the will, than in the cose of 
temperance. But in neither case is either con- 
stitutiopal tendency or volitional power Sll-suf- 
ficient ; and courage admits of being strengthened 
and directed by means fundamentally the same 
as those Vhich are employed for education in 
temneradee.^ 

, The view of cejurage taken by Aristotle is in its* 
ext«nt much more restricted than would be requiroil 
to suit a|^,the, demands of modem life. Me preicti- 
tally libiilts it, to the quality first produced by the 
necessities of civic life and most essential in the 
citiz^-soldier : the control of fear in presonce of the 
dangers of war and battle, for these are the most 
teirible of dangers, involving dea^. That man, 
he*jBa}%, is in the strict sense courageous “ who 
D 



fearlessly faces an honourattle death, and sudden 
emergencies which involve death.” ^ 

Even here, dealing simply, with the brave man’s 
attitude to the'dangers of battle, we may distihgiush^ 
two very different kuids or forms of enrage. Tbere 
is, in the first place, the kmd of ftourage"^ which 
enables a man to meet a sudden emergency—to 
attack or defend, without rerfection or dehbei^tion, 
when time for these may fail. For this^lle habit 
ingrained in the inherited constitution is most 
effective. It is, we may say, a quality of the blood— 
which fires at a sudden shock, and is fired to fight 
and not to flee. And this kind of courage—being 
immediate and almost instinctive in its operation— 
is mdSt difficult to produce by practice. 

In the second place, there is the courage which is a 
habit of deliberate choice, by which a mail is^ able 
calmly to select and follow the path strewn with 
dangers if it be the path of honour. It is this laitter 
kind of courage that may be said to be moot clearly, 
p moral virtue, because it is a product and char¬ 
acteristic" of the reflective will. The .ipipetuous 
courage of uncivilised races is i most oommopl^ o^ the' 
former kind—fierce and relentless in the onset, but 
unable to otand and continue the fight when oneq the 
charge has been withstood ,and the line broken, and 
thus, in warfar^, usually unfit to cope with the dis¬ 
ciplined courage of civilised annies.' « 
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• The cqftitraat lAtween Ihese two kinds of courage 
may,be illustrated by d scene described by E. L. 
Stevenson in his novel Catriona. Alein Breck and 
•Daiitf Balfour are on the sands of GuUane watching 
forjthe boat vi^oh is Jo carry one of them to Fiance 
and saiety, wfcle behind the sandhills, half a mile 
away, the soldiers of t^je Lord Advocate are hastening 
to anticipate the boat’s crew. It is a race for hfe in 
which Jli?rtnen whose lives are at stake can neither 
further nor hinder the issue. And the two men take 
the experience differently. Alan Breck, the “ bonny 
fighter,” and hero of the famous battle of the 
Round House, who has faced sudden death a hundred 
times and never flinched, is now almost unHi^nned, 
runs forward a few pogps and then bock, enters 


the water and again retreats, while his younger 
companiSn doggedly awaits the issue. " For auld, 
cauld, dour, deidly courage,” says Alan to him, “ I 
am ^ot dit to hold a candle to yourself.” This is the 
courage hot of hot blood, but of strong will and 
steady principle, and much more than the oth^ 
reajjses irhat* is required of courage is a moral 
virtue-^that k be a control of fear with a noble or 


worthy purpose in view. If we may trust that 
verwdouB historian M. Alexandre Dumas 'the elder, 
this was the kind of courage whict distinguished the 


Pi^^tes^mt leader King Henry of* Navarre. His 
cheek blenched and limbs trembled at the opening 
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of a battle ; he was constitutionalfy a coW|»rd ; but 
he led in the thickest of th^ fight: for he was Jirave 
of deliberate purpose, for the sake of honour and 

glory. 1 " ^ ' 

This distinction between tl^e courwe of physical 
constitution and the courage of delilperate purpose, 
which is a moral virtue, mus^ be supplemented by 
another distinction, which has been alreadyr fore¬ 
shadowed by the view that has been takerlWf courage 
as involving elements both of self-control and of self¬ 
culture, The passive courage which can endure all 
things is not always accompanied by the active spirit 
which prompts to great enterpfise in spite of diffi¬ 
culty J^nd danger. Endurance is the passive side of 
the virtue of courage ; ar^d, in times of opp^'ession 
and persecution, there may be little scope for any 
other form of courage. It may even be that, ta some 
types of character, and at certain periods, no oppor¬ 
tunity has been offered—or has been, appar^t— 
for infusing one’s ideals into the actual circumr 
fi^tanoes of life : to bear manfully the evil of*’the 
world has qeemed to be its only good. - Tlys wa^ the 
dominant note of the Christian ideaL of aoSrage as 
described both by early,and by medieval writers. 
To the things of the pr^ent world it presented a 
mainly negative ‘kttitudei Cicero’s term fortitudo 
for the cardinal virtue of courage, adopted b/ St 
Ambrose, and passing from him' to the medieval 
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moralists came this vay to have with them the 
prevailing signification pf endurance. Forgiveness 
in relum for injury, meekness in presence of the proud 
claims of others, wefe essentially connected with 
thi^ new Chriltian idea of the brotherhood of man. 
Bift th®y werAalso alied to that meaner view of the 
value of all temporal concerns, which the assurance 
of man’^ spiritual dignity and destiny implied, or 
seemeA imply. Only when a prospect seemed 
to arise of remoulding the temporal order by the 
spiritual factor, and rebuilding a “ city of God ” 
upon earth, was it possible for Christian courage to 
resume the active characteristics of energy and 
enterprise which marked the old Pagan virtue, and 
to car^ them forward to wider issues. » 

The undue emphasis^often laid on the physical 
basil of*ourage has obscured its connexion with the 
virtuous life as a whole. But we look upon it wrongly 


wh#n w^ regard it as a solitary virtue which can 
easDy ccyexist with all sorts of vice. No more tha^ 
th* other virtues* is courage able to stand alone aj)^ 
to stand finn. It is true that warfare is commonly 
si^alis^d by wUd outbursts of the natifral passions, 
when the goods and persons of the vanquished lie 


at t|)e mercy of the victdts. But the outburst is in 
part due to the enforced rratraint of the days of 
pveparation for the convict. Especially as warfare 
a||^d \^arlike training are developed, the connexion 
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of courage with other virtues of character! becomes 
apparent. Thus, the education of the*Spartan 
youth was a training in'temperance—that is, in'pro¬ 
longed abstinence from man^ natural pleasvres— 
at the same time that it was pre-emineiftly a trailing 
in the control of that fear of pC,in anfFdanger which 
stands in the way of the survival of a people sur¬ 
rounded by enemies. ' 

As in the case of temperance, so in that (^.ceurage, 
the purity of the ancient notion, as set forth by 
Aristotle, admits of defence. Its source is internal; 
its spring is the good will which is dominated by a 
purpose held to be worth the effoft. But the virtue 
is applied by him to a narrow field. The State, with 
its need for defence, is the source of the honourable 
or noble end for the sake of w hich the brave mafi acts 
bravely. It is characteristic of Aristotle tha^., in the 
lost resort, the State—the social order a«d social 
opinion—determines the extent of ail the mcj^al 
yirtues, except, indeed, of that pure life, of Con¬ 
templation to which the State itself is subservierat. 
^d the same conception dominates Plato's thought, 
though he hes allowed himself greater ^reed&qi with 
actual oonditions in his construction of tl&e ideal 
State within which virtua operates. “ There_^ are 
two things," he B^yB, “ which give victory—con¬ 
fidence before enemies amd fear of disgrace before 
friends. . . . ThCre are two things which shotild 
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cultivate^ in tha sour^ the greatest courage ; 

secondly* the greatest fear.” Yet Greek ethics was 
not Without a wider notion. * Socrates had indicated 
the validity of a higher law than th^t of the State; 
and Cynics a^d Stoics, often with a harshness which 
bettokens the iptruggling of a new idea imperfectly 
apprehended, lhad emphasised their readiness to 
overcome the “ fea» of disgrace before friends ” 
in calwigy out their ideal of the wise or good man’s 
life. 

This is the root-element in what is called moral 
courage. The limitation of the name is unjustifiable : 
for the control of tlje fear of physical evil may exhibit 
a moral virtue of character quite as much as the 
control of the fear of social evil—of disgfane or 
ridicide amongst those ^'ho determine the opinion 
of the cpmmimity—in which so-called moral courage 
consfsts. (Yet the term, although unnecessarily 
qu^lihed, indicates a widening of our moral con- 
ce{Aions^ Not to fear ridicule or social contumely 
in .pursuit of a‘good object is as true a form of 
courage as not to fear shot or shell in defence of on^ 
cdWntiy? In’both the high purpose controls the fear 
of evil-^whether the evil be to limb and life, or to 
social repute. And to Wave the latter loss shows 
thA'our moral ideal is more seemly rooEed than in 
social institutions or opinion. 

• In me stage qf social development, the enthusiasts 
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who desire to bring abouf fundamental Changes of 
life and thought are tori^ured rad put to deatii. 
A more refined civilisation laughs them to 6com. 
And so the ro\)U8t Dr Johnsfin regarded persej^ution 
08 a test of truth : are men willing tcf die for ^heir 
creed 1 The politer Earl of Bhaftesbury looked to 
ridicule as the specific against superstition : the 
errors of enthusiasm are to be> laughed down by the 
raillery of the educated. The criteria ar^dilf^rent; 
but the moral attitude is the same which enables 
the brave man to follow without fear what he 
regards os noble or true, whether the pains that 
threaten him be those of phy^cal torment or of 
social scorn. What we call moral courage is there¬ 
fore npt a new and purer form of the virtue ; it is 
only a fresh application of iA, which involves willing¬ 
ness to endure social os well as physical penalties. 

Although Aristotle was thinking mainly of the 
dangers of battle, he means by courage a<Btat^ of 
heart and will, and not merely physical prowess ; 
and he accordingly distinguishes triie courage fi;pm 
■^rious false or spurious kinds of courage. Using 
slightly difftjfent names from his, we may edojnerbte ■ 
these spurious—perhaps they sliouid rather he called 
imperfect—kinds of courage os the courage of hope, 
which seeks only reward or distinction ; the couriige 
of fear, which is simply to tiVoid disgrace or punish¬ 
ment ; the ooursge of experience, 04 that of lugu^ 



nOIT^AGE 67 

troops malx:hed avainar irregulars ; the courage of 
rage, whicm is merely an animal quality and lacks 
reflection ; the courage of tlife sanguine man, who 
overestimates his chances; and the courage of 
igtiofance, where the danger is unknown. And to 
these we might add Che courage of insensibility, 
where neither tl^ worth of life nor the pain of death 
and wounds touch thovimagination ; a courage due 
to sluggish^motions rather than to the deliberate 
choice of the good ; and the courage of despair, 
in which life itself is no longer valued ; whereas the 
highest courage, as Aristotle himself remarks, is 
manifested where a^ happy life is risked or relin¬ 
quished for a noble end. 

The brave man, therefore, is simply the mor%] man 
in pre^nce of danger aad triumphing over fear ; 

'Bui who, if be be called upon to face 
Some awful moineiU to which heaven has joined 
Qi^t iaauee, good or bud for human kind, 

Ig bappy aa a Lover ; and attired 
With sudden^rightneos like ■ man ingpired 
And, through the beat of conflict, kccpg the law 
In^lmocoa mode, and sees what he foresaw.* 

Who, whether praise of him must walk the earth 
For ever, sud to noble deeds give birth, • 

Or he must fall, to sleep withoutahis fame. 

And leave a dead unprofitable name— 
finds comfitrt in himself and in bis Biuse.” 
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No virtue is merely jpe'rsonai; simrfly because 
human nature never stands by itself'as a mere 
individual. Courage fe essentially a personal v^lrtue— 
the control cjf a man's feaPs by his higher mature 
whether what is fearful be pains of body or of haifid, 
loss of limb or life or of social reputation But it 
is not merely personal; the call fpr these different 
kinds of control varies with^their relation to social 
welfare, and divergent estimates of ^th»i^ value 
arise as social needs change. Thus, both to the 
Greek and to the Roman citizen military courage 
was the first article in the moral creed. The stability 
of the city depended on it; tradition and custom 
demanded it as part of a citizen’s outfit for life. 
Yet Rlato saw that it was an imperfect expression of 
a man’s nature. Mere seldiers, he said, tended to 
relapse into savagery, as mere men of science or 
scholars tended to degenerate in physical quality— 
till they became unable to maintain themselyes in 
the struggle of life. He foresaw this as a danger 
which might result from the division of classes in his 
ideal state—the increasing rudeness of the military 
and weakness of the intellectual class : aiinl he <pro 
posed to avoid the defects of both b^ blending the 
two strains in intermarriage. 

The attitude of the early Christian cohVerts 
showed a notable divergence from the antique 
model in refesenoe to the courage which'* is the 
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builder of pities asd fceter-mother of great races. 
_Thly did not lack xourage, even physical courage; 
but it avas in the way of beafing pain, oppreesion, 
^nd maftyrdom ; it was endurance, fprtitude. As 
for t&e more astive courage of the warrior, or the 
enterprise of the statfesman, it seemed to thorn 
energy misspent ^ service of a world which lay in 
wickedness, and the ewd of which was not far off. 
This chang^ moral attitude was undoubtedly a 
source of weakness to the Empire, many of the beat 
of whose citizens learned to depreciate all worldly 
aims. 

In the modem Sta^ there are other circumstances 
which may seem to lead to a decline in physical 
courage. Ease and luxury, wherever they abound, 
■weaken‘{he moral ffbre and unfit a man to exert his 
powers to^he full and to endure the shock of physical 
pain ; *but ease and luxury are not peculiar to the 
newef civilisations. The whole tendency of the 
modem industrial system, however, has been thought 
to b^unfavourable*to the culture of physical courage. 
It accustoms men to a calling which, if not peacefuC 
ad least ^dbttles its disputes by other mpans than 
force ; an'& whbre, as often happens in international 
relations, a peaceful settlement cannot be effected, 
the Aore commercial nations hir^ and sel aside a 
special class—a standing finny—to do their fighting 
for^em. 
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Men of letters have lan^iented ^le decaj of fighting 
quality ; and great soldiefs have defended war as the, 
training-ground of the noblest virtues : “ inthout 
war," said vqn Moltke, “ the world would deteriorate 
into materialism.” It may be doubted, however, 
whether the effects of industrialism have ’been 
correctly analysed. Some five ane^,thirty years ago, 
the late Walter Bagehot, a most acute and thought¬ 
ful observer, wrote as follows : “ Some{^ow6r other 
civilisation does not make men effeminate or unwar¬ 
like now as it once did. There is an improvement in 
our fibre—moral, if not physical. In ancient times, 
city people could not be got, to fight—seemingly 
could not fight; they lost their mental courage, 
perhaps their bodily nerve. But nowadays in all 
countries the great cities <iould pour out multitudes 
wanting nothing but practice to make goqd soldiers, 
and abounding in bravery and vigour. This was so 
in America ; it was so in Prussia ; and it would^he so 
in England too. The breed of ancient times' was 
impaired for war by trade and luxury, buh the 
modem, breed is not so impaired.” The contrast 
is perhaps: over-accentuated; but there h 9 .ve heou 
other instances, since Bagehot wrote, which might 
be quoted in support of his confident generaUsation 
that traife has not weakened the fighting spirit df the 
race. ” Somehow or othet,” courage of the ancient, 
heroic, physical hind has been preserved in 'modksm 




ohiraoter. I And is not the only condition that 
calls it forth. Courage oftthe^same sort is required 
by the explorer and the inventor—by those who 
githir the material for science, and by those who 
applj its ideas lor promoting human interests. 

Further, modem life^ains by recognising the wide 
extent of the virtue of courage—by finding it in 
region^ intellectual afid philanthropic, where its 
presence wdb not clearly seen by ancient morality. 
It is especially in associating it with active devotion 
to the claims of truth and of benevolence that our 
conception has been Widened. The man who 
endures toil and disiouragement, danger or ridicule, 
in discovering and proclaiming truth, or in devoting 
his life.,to the service of others, displays amoral 
virtue essentially the sanfb as that which the soldier 
showi in bearing the hardships of the campaign and 
the risks of battle,—and he displays the virtue on an 
evert nobfer field. 



CHAPTER IV 


WISDOH 

It is difficult to assign the precise^plaxie of wisdom 
among the virtues. If we loot simply to the excellent 
traits of human nature, there is nothing, Ve may say, 
more admirable than a wise and understanding soul. 
We would all make Solomon’s choice, if we had the 
chance—or think we would. Yet we look upon 
wisdom as a gift, a brilliant quality, which is granted 
to some and denied to others, and which is entirely 
beyond our control. If virtue means simply, excel¬ 
lence, then (with Aristotle^we call wisdom an intel¬ 
lectual virtue. But if we agree (as modefh writers 
usually agree) to call by the name of virtue only 
those admirable qualities which are habiCs of'will, 
and capable of voluntary modification, then we find 
difficulty in admitting it into our list. ' 

If we are in earnest with this view of the jiatui^i of 
virtue, it 'seems clear that, intellectual ('^aaJities, 
regarded merely os such, cannot be recognised as 
virtues at all. High quUities of intelleot oopnot 
properly be called virtues^ any more than distin¬ 
guished physical capacities. In the Arisijptel^ 
ethics, we finif science and art placed among tne 
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virtues—ai|d fronJ^ one ppint of view correctly. 
•They are excellences of intellect, just as strength 
is an ekcellence of the bodily frame. But if virtue 
is«a volitional habit, theh we cannot siy that there 
is a virtue of thh man of science or of the artist, any 
more*thali that there i^ a virtue of the strong man. 
We shall have to^ay that the virtue depends on the 
way in which natural •qualities are cultivated and 
applied Qnd»r voluntary control. 

Yet it is more than tradition which makes us 
doubt whether our view of virtue would be complete 
without definite recognition of an attitude of char¬ 
acter which is to be regarded as primarily intellectual: 
and if any place is assigned to this attitude then it 
cannot,J)e short of the highest. It may noUcom- 
prehend all that commoif discourse and philosophy 
have galled by the name of wisdom, and it may 
sometimes “appear as if another name—truth or 
sincqfity, * for example—would be more appro- 
jpiatl. Elven with regard to temperance and ^ 
counge the denotation of the old terms has been 
somewhat modified ; and a like modificatioq may be 
jfcrBiitt^ri^ in tAe use o^ the term wisdomp Now, as 
temperance may be called the virtue of the im¬ 
pulsive will, controlling and ordering the^ impulses 
and desires, and as courage may ly called the virtue 
of ^e practical will, which disregards pain for the 
sa^ of'the object sought, so we want% name for the 
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virtue of the rational v(ill, in f/hich wfte find Jhe 
highest manifestation of man’s character—that 
which brings out his distinctive excellence ^ pos¬ 
sessed both of reason and df freedom; and for this 
purpose the word wisdom seems the fittest as it 
is the traditional term. ‘ 

Again, the suitability of this wa3j of regarding the 
matter may be seen if we re'Vert to our initial view 
of the principle underlying the distinatioli among 
the personal virtues. The characteristics involved 
were said to be self-control and self-culture. The 
conception of self-control covered all that was 
meant by temperance. Courage was seen to occupy 
an intermediate place, involving on the one side 
control—the control of fear—and, on the otjier side, 
culture—the carrying ouv one’s purpose. In the 
highest Eispect of man’s character, the elem^^nt of 
subjection to control disappears. So far as man's 
wiU is completely rational, what is needed is cidture 
only, not control by something else. Temperance, 
courage, and wisdom, therefore,'may be takeu to 
represent three stages or aspects of the virtuous 
oharocter-i-the lowest, whose excellence c^ssistis in 
receiving due measure and purpose from the higher; 
the intermediate, which requires both restraint and 
development; and the highest, which gives unity 
and purpose to the whole nature, and aims at the 
realisation of its best capacities. * „ 
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havdl found oomiaon oharaoteristlo of the 
.virtues to lie in a state of will—a will in harmony with 
the gobd. The harmony may indeed be far from 
f but the more nearly it is approached, the 
higheb is the vi^ue. Still further, we may be only 
faintly conscious of the* nature of the good which is 
being realised in (^r own character. By instinct and 
training a man may shdw himself brave and his own 
master, Tritbout thinking much of the ends thereby 
achieved. Yet virtue is a state of consciousness— 
not mere instinct. It docs not, of coursa, require 
elaborate reflection upon our own motives ; far less 
does it involve the morbid self-examination which 
turns life to bitterness. Its consciousness is not a 
consciousness of the individual self and its straggles 
and weaknesses, so much Is a contemplation of, and 
firm ^oId» on, the ideal self—the good which we 
approach iif the very act of striving after it. From 
this point bf view, the attitude which at once appre- 
l\pnd3 and^iUs the good is the root of all the virtues. 
This* may be called the Good Will: and this goo<J 
will realises itsqlf in virtuous activities. . 

say'that this attitude is what is commonly 
meant by wisdom would be misleading. But it may 
be callpd the ground-plan cff that virtue whgn under- 
Btoo<f as the excellence of the ^tional will. Its 
nature may become apparent by considering what 
it i^voll^es. • * 
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In the first place, tahp what tmay brt called ^its 
formal aspect. The rati()nal will, being rational, 
will not contradict itself. Facts will be fafced as 
facts, principles recognised 9s principles. 0\jr wo^il 
wisdom means so much more that? this aspect'is 
apt to escape notice when wh use the word. Truth 
or sincerity would be a better name.^ What is meant, 
however, is not so much truth in the communication 
of knowledge or information : that seenh) to be 
specially a social virtue, however closely connected 
with the present topic. It is truth as a feature of 
one’s own consciousness and one’s own outlook upon 
life. It is the truth to one’s ijwn self, from which 
it will follow that falsehood to another is impossible. 
Howes^er this may be, there can be no doubt of the 
pre-eminence in the virtm>u3 character of sincerity 
or truth to oneself. In the words of R. L. Steven¬ 
son, “Veracity to sentiment, truth in *^a relation, 
truth to your own heart and your friends^, nevfr to 
feign or falsify emotion—that is the tryth \^hich 
makes love possible and mankind happy.” Ifc we 
consider^ the matter fairly, we cannot fail to see 
how wide is the range, how subtle tfie inSlpencb (Jf 
self-deceit. Not only do we often fear to face facts, 
we shrink from being confronted with ourselves. I 
do not say that ^we should be always inspecting 
ourselves, as if we were ^orks of art that should 
bane on the wOU, or subiects that should be Ibid Out 
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on the dissecting tfeble. ^^ut knowledge of our own 
powers and purpoies is the condition of effective 
activity. Conduct and character belong to con- 
|ciou8ng88; virtue is a fRct of consciousness ; and, if 
ccAtsotousness id untrue at its source, how can we 
expe®t purity in its resftlt ? The Delphic oracle was 
right: the wise ijian must know himself. 

This self-knowledge*—or truth to self—reveals 
itself fiF oni: conduct as conscientiousness. If a 
question of duty arises we try to answer it in accord¬ 
ance with principle ; if we have to acquire know¬ 
ledge, we seek to ascertain the facts and not merely 
what will suit our prejudices ; and in estimating 
reasonings we try to judge impartially, not to get 
arguments on our own side. • 

These, perhaps, are the«hief formal aspects of this 
virtue of fche rational will; and, although they build 
upon Jertai* given conditions of mind, yet they are 
all them habits of volition, as much as courage 
is, 01 * eveq temperance. They therefore belong to 
virtqp in the rnbUern sense. They are not th^ 
monopoly of the philosopher hke the Platonic 
wtsdom—ftor do they involve a mode of activity 
freed altogether from desire such as Aristotle con¬ 
templated and sadly confessed to be too high^or man. 
“ If tBlje a true philosopher needs ^greatness beyond 
the ^ach of the mere spedialist student, yet to have 
the*phik>8ophlo tamper in a high dSgree—energy, 
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modesty, the passion for truth, r^diness tio criticjse 
ourselves—is within the reach of all who deal with 
ideas.” But wisdom implies more than this Merely 
formal aspect. To the latiJbr, as already saidj tlju 
name of truth may seem better suited. It is ^hSn 
we regard it as the supreme* element in seK-ciilture 
that the term wisdom becomes njore appropriate. 
In its highest, and especially tn its most intellectual, 
manifestations this culture of the reason cah "hardly 
be spoken of as within our power. We are forced 
to admit that it seems the possession of a select 
few, if indeed it be attainable at all in any perfection. 
Yet there are at least certain features of it which 
can be acquired by those who strive for them, 
howefer ordinary be their intellectual out^t: just 
as courage may be cultivated even by the man who 
can never rid himself of the physical shsinkjng of 
fear. • 

Conscientiousness and impartiality will dead to an 
efiort after thoroughness in our understanding df tl^e 
^ssues which we are called upon to meet. ThejawUl 
lead also to an attempt to select, from the infini te 
material presented in expedience, those ^pnsidi^ilt- 
tions which really bear on the issue. And it is or 
these cljaracteristics — itnpartiality, thoroughness 
and selection of ^e appropriate or important—thal 
wise judgment in practical and even in intelleotua] 
matters mainly depends. Muohamore thw t]^es( 
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are, of course, neeljed fco nake a philosopher or man 
of science. But it is nflt l|id upon everyone to 
unravll the mysteries ^of existence or extend the 
4)^usidtfries of ^owledge. It is enough if he try to 
undeVstand with a go^d conscience the part he is 
called upon to play in life. A well-known essayist 
has urged that truth-hunting ’’ may lead a man to 
neglect the ordinary Aoralities. No doubt it may. 
The essayist even suggests a preference for the 
question “ What is trumps ? '' over the question 
“ What is truth 1 ” And one may admit that the 
former question is often more germane to the matter 
in hand. There is, indeed, a real temptation to fly 
off at a tangent from the sphere of one's own duties 
into t^ vague generalities which pass al first 
principles. A “man of sentiment" is not the type 
of pe^ffect goodness. Nor, indeed, is he more than 
a mere cancature of rational virtue. The wise man 
is more apt to raise the question “ Who is my 
neig&boupl ” thaja the question “ What is truth 1 " 
Th^ latter question is too often the expression 
irony, or^ else, of simple vacuity, Wisdom begins 
wbc^ is before it-rwith consideratiofl of on^lf 
and one’s circumstances ; with " my station and its 
dutiq^” we may say: antf only on this basis does it 
build its superstructure, ^nd attempt to understand 
lif^as I whole. 
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SOME OTHER PERSOxNrAL VIRTUES 

Temperance, courage, and wisdornrhave been called 
the virtues of the impulsive, the practical, afid the 
rational will respectively. As such we' may justly 
regard them as cardinal virtues, and as exhausting 
the cardinal virtues which are to be classed as 
personal rather than social, Other personal char¬ 
acteristics of the good man must be related to these : 
and concerning certain of them a word may be said. 

TeuSperance, courage, and wisdom exhaust the 
leading qualities which, in Clreek ethics, can be called 
personal virtues. If he possessed these, ^lonp with 
the social virtue of justice, a man was to be regarded 
as a good citizen ; he would perform sucE funcAions 
as the State required of him and, for the Test enjoy 
Ws leisured life. The State would be only fulfflling 
its proper function if it provided, the ^necessay 
leisure in Vhich the philosopher might contemplate 
reality. The elegance and brilliancy of the life thus 
portrayed had also its dark side, only slightly, con¬ 
cealed from view.f It is bqme in upon us as we read 
the ancient moralists that their ideal man,, though 
he may undertake public servibe—fight for. his 
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country and take^hia part^ in judicial and political 
business—is yet never contemplated as under the 
homely necessity of having to earn his own hving. 
i^ie^wtjole industrial fabric had as its. foundation a 
siTbstoucture ot necessary work, which was looked 
upoit ay beneath the* dignity of the free citizen, 
^’lato and Aristt^tle did not write for the “ labouring 
poo^,” nor regard th0m as capable of the virtues 
which ftieydiave recorded for all time as the praise 
and glory of human character. Their society was 
based on slavery, and, without slaves, it would have 
been impossible. The bodily labour required by the 
community was performed for the citizens either by 
slaves or by artisans who were looked upon as doing 
slavea ^work, and thus as incapable of a citizen's 
excellence. If a citizen feiled in courage on the field 
of battle^ if he avoided the claims made upon him 
to serve ill the magistracy or on the jury, he was 
blained for neglecting this civic duty. But it would 
Jiav6 seejped absurd to the leading thinkers of thq 
times to assert—is we may now venture to do—th^ 
Industry is an aspect of the virtue of ^he good 
THSn. »* , • 

The ancient virtue of courage contained within it 
imphcitly the basis of this more modem conception. 
Its contempt of pain and dangei; involved persever¬ 
ance in following a w6rthy purpose. It was an 
aAive* virtue ; and yet the virtue T)f activity was 
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never fully recognised in ^he anciifeit view of courE^e. 
The highest life seemed to con^t in leisured con¬ 
templation, and in th*e leisure almost as much as in 
the contemplation : so that the conception,of^ selfr 
culture on which the doctrine of Virtue rests yfa.s 
not appreciated in its fuUnesB. • * 

That industry directed to a worthy end is a4i 
essential part of virtue is, i» its clear stateme'ht, a 
modem, indeed a very modem idea% We have 
perhaps not yet got rid of the older idea that 
there are certain favoured famihes or classes into 
whose ideal development the necessity of work does 
not enter. At least our grajidfathers, who had 
more respect for rank than their descendants have, 
favoured the idea. As evidence of this a passage 
may be quoted from the fessons in life with' which 
that fine exponent of the old-fashioned aristocratic 
morality. Major Pendennis, instructed his nephew : 

• 

“ ‘ Did you see that dark blue brougham, Vit^ 
that tremendous stepping horse, \^aiting at the door 
the clyb ? You’ll know it again. It is Sir Hugh 
Tmmpington’s ; he was never known to whyi in*ijlB 
life ; never appears in the streets on foo^—never. 
. . . He is now upstairs at Bays’s, playing p^pquet 
with Count Punteif; he is the second-best player in 
England—as well he may *be ; for he plays every 
day of his life, except Sundayo, (for Sir' Hi^h 
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an uncommoi&y religjous man), from half-past 
three to half-p&t seven, when he dresses for 
dinner.’ * 

, “ ‘ A very pious maiftier of spending his time,’ Pen 
^ai(^, laughing. . . . 

Gad, sir, that i^ not the question. A man of 
%i8 estate may ^mploy his time as he chooses.’ ” 

AncTin the previous century a much more exacting 
moralist than Major Pendennis—the severe Dr 
Johnson—snubbed his friend Boswell for reflecting 
on the frivolities of a lady of rank. “ Sir,” he said, 
“ the Duchess of ^Northumberland may do what she 
pleases.” Nor is this view restricted to one class or 
rank ^qply. Labour is regarded as a curse not only 
by those who have no knowledge of it but also by 
thos^ wiio have too much. From their point of 
view, we efre told, “ labour is an evil to be minimised 
to the utmost. The man who works at his trade or 
^vo’catioii more than necessity compels him, or whg 
accumulates moife than he can enjoy, is not a h^ro 
but a fool from the socialist’s standpoint.”, * 

•’^This.^ew contrasts ^trangely with th^encomiums 
often passed from similar quarters on the “ dignity 
of lajpour.” I venture to think that the Jatter con-» 
ception has a truer ring, and is jnore in accordance 
with the conditions whifch have led to human pro- 
gfbss.* It is not4}y minimising laboift, but by direct- 
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ing it to a noble end an^ elevating its conditioi]^, 
that the race can hope tck attain' a wiser, stronger, 
purer manhood. The primeval curse has been®made 
the greatest agent of human‘progress. Let uf) rpa4,i 
for example, Aristotle’s typical descriplion of leisured 
virtue—the high-minded man,*as he appeared to4iim, 
possessing all the virtues and conscijius of possessing' 
them, exacting the honour that is his due, nefther 
avoiding nor running into danger, reat^ ttf confer 
but slow to accept a favour, holding aloof from all 
enterprise except when great honour is to be won 
by it, or a great work done, speaking the truth except 
when he speaks ironically, pacifig the streets with 
slow and stately movement, and speaking, when he 
speaksf in a deep voice and with measuret^ utter¬ 
ance, not in a hurry for these are few things in'which 
he is deeply interested, nor excited for helloes not 
hold anything to be of very great importance. There 
are many points of contrast in this picture witl^the 
^odem ideal of virtuous manhood. And jihe ckus^ 
of many of the differences is thfe absence of eny 
function jm the world, any continuous and fit work 
to be perfermed by the Aristotehan high^indfef# 
man. He seems to be merely ornamental, and even 
as an ornament he offends«our taste. Contrast with 

V * V 

this fancy portrait^ the real life of Spinoza support¬ 
ing himself in humble independence by grinding 
lenses, and deAd)ting his thoughts to the elab6ratfon 
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o^the great idea Jf all thipgB as in God. Surely the 
question need no^ be aaked, which has the greater 
dignii^, which better represents the ideal of noble 
qdaoh^od 7 ' , 

The presence, in the modem conscience, of this 
comSeptlon of the digiJity of labour, and of industry 
h^an aspect of personal virtue, has been largely due 
to the influence of the Christian view of mankind 
as all ftnd^ the same law, and to the assertion of 
this equality of all men, in the form of a political 
doctrine, by a long succession of moralists and jurists, 
both in medieval and in modern times. 

It would seem to be largely in connexion with 
this political and economic influence that there has 
been' ^ tendency in some writers to restrict the 
application of the virtue of industry in a way which 
resemblts the Aristotelian limitation of the extent 
of the virfues of courage and temperance. Industry 
is ittterpfeted os having to do solely with physical 
,wofk—the labour of one’s hands, not of one’s min^ 
Thus in many Socialist utopias, from Sir Thonjas 
More to WiUiam Morris, the performance qf a certaA 
Iftmbfy^of hours’ mayaual labour each day is made 
compulsory on every citizen : a view which sharply 
distipguishBS these ideal commonwealth^ from the 
Platonic state, in which functjpn was adapted to 
fitness, and manual labbur in consequence restricted 
one class, and that the lowest. *This is not the 
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place to disouBa the economic ac^antageB and d^- 
advantages of the jprovision fS.voured by some 
Booialists, that every citizen should perform aP given 
amount of manual labour! But the morrl ^idea 
which underlies it seems curiously perverted :* for, 
when it is required of everyone that, irrespective of 
fitness for special kinds of work, ^e must pepfoiSEl 
his own proportionate share ‘■in the physical ^ork 
which the community needs, we seem to be going 
upon the underlying assumption that manual labour 
is dignified if a man works for himself, but undigni¬ 
fied if he is working for others. And this is a 
paradox, which, in the mouths oLthose who maintain 
the brotherhood of man, should rather be called a 
blunder. 

The primary kind of work is certainly manual 
labour. Upon it as a basis all other kinds of work are 
built. Further, it was the social necessity o^^ the 
labour of the hands that first led to emphasis b(\ing 
j^id on the importance of industry as a ^rtue o( 
character. “ Some of the moralists of to-day,” sirys 
Brofessor,, J. S. Nicholson, “ in their treatment of 
labour questions, would do w^U to look badjt. to tW 
medieval ideal. They would discover that many of 
the nobles^ and most sympathetic of men—^meij who 
showed their sympathy not in writing but in life¬ 
long action—^looked upon l&bour as an element of 
duty and spirittal well-being : they did not regaH 
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it^as degrading iJ itself or subversive of the higher 
morality, but ratlfbr as a,healthy foundation of the 
spiritual hfe.” * 

, , i|fo][p the social point of view, however, it is more 
desirable that' men should do what they are best 
fitted for, than that ^11 men should do the same 
'htjmg. And, from the individual’s poiut of view, 
wenave to remember that industry is simply the 
active #ide ef personal virtue. It means the carrying 
out with system and energy the development of 
a man’s powers, and their direction into worthy 
channels. The direction which should in each case 
be given to them c 9 .nnot be foretold simply by con¬ 
sideration of the individual’s own nature : here, as 
elsewhgre, personal virtue merges in social. . 

• 

'fjje term Prtjdbnoe is often used simply for 
pradtical trisdom. It was habitually employed in 
thiu sen^ by the medieval moralists. In ordinary 
jdis^oursa it seems to have only a less speoulf^; 
true and perhap*s less dignified signification th|m 
wisdom. Thus we speak of a wise counsellor, but 
75f a prjjlent father or j)rudent manager of an estate : 
though even here the usage has no established 
unifqpcoity. • , 

But there is another and diffqfent signification of 
the term prudence. Socially in Enghsh ethics, it 
alw used for what Butler caiSed self-love—a 
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rational and reflective regard ft)r one's life—pr 
happiness—on the whole ; invol^ng thus the re¬ 
straint of impulses opposed to one's interest on the 
whole, and the,cultivation of those natural tem^enpie^ 
which further one’s interest. ' " 

Of prudence in the former fcnse enough htas been 
said in dealing with the virtue of wisdom. But Q^r 
prudence in the latter sense, ttie question has Been 
asked whether it should be regarded as m virtue or 
not; and to that question a short consideration 
may be devoted. 

Butler says that prudence, that is to say, “ a due 
concern about our own interest qr happiness,” is “ a 
species of virtue.” In so saying, he is thinking 
of selfxlove or prudence as a “ calm reflective 
principle ” by which the wash and storm of the 
passions may be quieted and guided, and which is 
never really inconsistent with benevolence. It is a 
rational principle, superior to the various particijjar 
impulses, and clearly vested with authoijty oVer_ 
them ; and it is the rational natui« of the qualitj’ 
f^hich ma^es Butler give it so high a place. 

On the other hand Kant looked to its eniS,. whi(^ 

y, or, in other words, 
personal happiness. Now Kant sometimes surprises 
us in his treatment of this notion of happinras, 
which is indeed the centre bf many perplexities in 
ethics. He doe&r not, as his general, attitude inight 
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have led us to ex|)ect, deny that it is of any moral 
worth whatever. *In oui; social or extra-regarding 
activities, happiness, that is t^ie happiness of others, 
,ij the ^nly end, he say#, for a man tc^aim at; but, 
\^th» regard to one’s own happiness, there is no 
ethiaal value in deliblrately directing our conduct 
that end. Perhaps his decision is in this case 
cor^t ; but the reason he gives for it is certainly 
wrong.* He^thinks that nature has so ordered our 
impulses that of themselves they lead us to our own 
greatest happiness ; that the interference of our 
reason in the matter is impertinent and confusing— 
as if we could teacji nature how best to attain its 
end. Nature itself always takes the best course. 
Kant,- however, like so many thinkers of hie day, 
was misled by one of the^ominant errors of the time 
—a'belief in the perfection of nature as a system of 
meaifs and ends. He forgot that man’s reason is 
cert^inly-^to say the least—not more imperfect 
thad his ipstincts and impulses ; and that, although^ 
'^ifl^eason may often err, nature acting through hjs 
impulses still more often and obviously Igads him* 
BBtray. • ’ • 

It appears fo me, on the whole, that prudence is 
a virtue. I should define it as the habit of con¬ 
trolling the impulses and desires of the moment 
with a view to the interests of the individual life 
aswtole. It .is, therefore, a casff of the bring- 
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ing of rational order into the re^on of immediate 
feeling and impulse. But it is a Virtue short of the 
highest—short of the temperance guided by wisdom 
—^in so far as ifs end or purpose is restricted to^ viey , 
of the individual life and its interests.' ' 

If we interpret “ interests ” from a ^ merely 
hedonistic point of view—if it is only for pleasuj^^ 
to come, that pleasure of the nooment is controUOT— 


are we not, as Plato said, simply temperate for the 
sake of intemperance 1 We have sufficient control 
not to be the sport of each passing appetite and 
desire ; but we put them aside only for a more 
deliberate and long drawn-out gratification in the 
future. Prudence owes its rank as a virtue to the 
fact that this narrow interpretation of interests is 
not commonly met with o^utside the pages 6f the 
hedonistic philosopher. r 

Again, if the restriction to the individual life'’»and 
its interests be so interpreted as to emphasise those 
points in which individual interest is apt ter be 
opposed to social welfare, then the life rnay *10 
‘higher than the life of mere impulse, inasmuch as 
it is more deliberate and rational, but, at the sad& 
time, it may be more dangerous to the health of 
the social organism. It is because the individual 
does not stand alone, and his interests usually draw 
the interests of others after them, that we give 
prudence a plate, uncertain though hb may be, hmdhg 
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the virtues. The place is •uncertain simply because 
the end in view, which deiemiines the nature of the 
virtue,* is so conceived as to be short of the highest 
even hable to fee turned to unworthy pur¬ 
poses? It has the forni of virtue because it involves 
the nlle of the lower by tne higher; but its moral wprth 
Ofcjjgnds on the ^egree in which its purpose or end 
is fi^^rom ^Ifishness'^nd from pleasure-seeking. 

The much-lauded virtue of Thrift is simply 
prudence applied to the management of income or 
wealth : provision for the future taking the place of 
immediate expenditure. We may call it a virtue in 
so far os it postpones present pleasure to the interest 
and wel)-being of the life as a whole, and in ^o far 
os it is —08 it commonly^is—for the sake of others, 
as well ai for one’s own sake, its worth is higher. 
But A is a' virtue which often shivers on the brink 
of vipe, os* when it prevents the spending of money 
fqr d! worthy object, or represses the social virtue, 
^JHiberality. * . 

There is no contradiction in this. We must not 
brtnisle^’by names, or,by the abstract ideas which 
names signify. Thrift is the name for a mental 
habit^ and may be given io different menlj^l habits 
owing to the similarity of the cqpduct proceeding 
from them—to wit, saviifg money. But the moral 
ouafltv Vleoenda on the nurpose in vieu^in the action. 



82 


THE JirPE 

It hEis been said, by a writer already quoted, tljat 
Socialism “ is radically fct variance with thrift ”; 
and a labour leader, ignorant of the responsftiilities 
which the future had in stofe for him, once ^s^rteid 
that “ thrift was invented by capitahst rogues 'to 
beguile fools to destruction, and to deprite Ifbnest 
fools of their diet and their proper comfort. "^^He 
did not explain how capitahstS ever could havp'come 
into being before thrift was “ invented*” ; fior why 
the man who has put aside a portion of his wages 
is less able to cope with the “ capitalist rogue ” than 
the man who has spent every farthing. But there 
is -often a grain of truth in at bushel of oratorial 
absurdity. Thrift may be a very sordid selfish virtue 
—that is, no virtue at all. From the mo^al point 
of view everything dependtfon the motive or purjpose. 
It makes all the difierence whether present enjoy¬ 
ment is subordinated to secure the futuYe mekns of 
a worthy life—this is a virtuous habit; br whether 
generous impulses are stifled, lest one lose perfec't cer¬ 
tainty of having all the means of‘enjoyment at b&iid 
in one's own future. The latter is Uke the “ vulgar 
compourid of temperance anjl niggardly ea^jtUy 
and motives ” spoken of by Plato. It “ will breed 
meanness in your inmostfsoul, although it is ^praised 
by the vulgar aS; virtue, and will send you bowling 
round the earth during ^ period of nine thousand 
years, and leive you a fool in the world beloW.'*^,, 
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JVben Sir Walter Eliot, in Jane Austen’s novel, 
was forced to consider the iiecgssity of retrenchment, 
the fiiBt suggestions that occurred were to out ofl 
subscriptions to pJblic objects and not to bring 
Aline* a present from ^ndon. This is one kind of 
thrift But it is not the same thing to the moralist 
Wither thrift bt^ns in restricting one’s luxuries or 
in ciftting off one’s chftrities. 

In tiiJift, ^ in every other personal quality, we 
must look to the end. Its value lies in the 
relief it offers from the pressing cares of mere 
living, and the scope it gives for the higher life. 
The common wants af hfe have to be supplied before 
free play can be given to the activities which raise man 
above -t^e level of animal existence ; and the lear of 
want is'apt to keep the fafiulties on the strain merely 
for the sake of living and the making of a liveli¬ 
hood.^ This fear must be mastered—reduced at 
leost^to a tfubordinate place in life—to make possible 
tjje Higher,culture in which true excellence consists. 
)^Me are many favoured beings to whom the fear 
has never prMented itself in its grim reality, to 
wflbm tlj^ comforts andt conveniences of lining come 
without a thought. But it is not so with the great 
majority of men. Their Iftres may be wholly taken 
up in providing the means of living, and without 
ever being qvite secure of these means. Work and 
waj^ are often 'the sport of circumstances over 
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whioh the workman heis no control. A new in¬ 
vention, a change of ^asUion, a {rade dispute, may 

force him to “ begin life ” anew; sickneSB may 
disable him from work ; ar.d if he escape thf^e^ old 
age hes before, when be mu^t fall out of the faniu. 
Either he must take no thought for the ntorrhw at 
all, or the fear of want will dog lys steps and jjMa 
spectre at his board. The sp'feotre maj^be e^x/ifcised 
by the homely quality of thrift, in which a portion 
of the gains of industry is set aside as an insurance 
against its uncertainty. In this way industry is 
made to provide the remedy for its own evils ; and 
the prudent man foresees these evils and uses the 
remedy. The advantage he gains does not lie 
only or chiefly in the provision against want when 
sic^ess or old age actually comes upon him; 
it has not been lost though he die suddenly m full 
work; its chief value lies in the security wmch it 
gives to his whole life : it raises him abo^e the»most 
pressing and depressing fears ; ^ it gives the ccv^ 
cciousneas of independence ; it liberates his inte^xS, 
and sets free his activities in the direction of mental 
culture aJid social service, rlt is only wh^y his SB'ul 
is in the savings-bank, os well as his coin, that the 
vicious tendency in thrift appears. Then apian's 
thoughts and purposes are centred in his own 
personal security from poverty; in fighting i^, he 
magnifies the fear of it, and becomes its slave; he 



86 


jOTHER PER^AL VIRTUES 

ch«cb dssire lest it diifimjfih this security; he 
hardens his hear! becaifce ^even sympathy may 
becomh expensive; he limits his interests I^t they 
h dfain upop \m sav^gs; and thus there is pro¬ 
duced—even on this ^de miserliness—the unlovely 
type\)f the thrifty man, who guards his small eam- 
iagg with jealoug fare, and is stingy to himself as 
weU"^ to others—a hftrd man, just but ungenerous, 
paying strictly all his legal dues, and contriving that 
they shall be as small as possible, but forgetful of the 
great debt of human brotherhood, and treating life 
as a commercial account which has been well lived 
if the books show a balance at the end. On the 
other hand the thriftless man may be full of generous 
impulses and of noble sentiments; open-handed 
and^large-hearted, he hft often the qualities which 
call forth affection, and his failings seem pardonable 
compared mth the defects which are apt to go along 
with the Iheanest of the virtues. 
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JUSTIOl 


All the virtues have important,social beamj^. 
Some of them may even oweHhe speckl foripmey 
take to social conditions. Courage, for example, 
though its essence remains the same, manifests 
itself in very different ways according as the sur¬ 
rounding circumstances are the dangers of a military 
campaign or the stifling intellectual atmosphere of 
some little social clique. 

But' certain virtues have their direct origin in 
man’s position as a social Weing and would not arise 
at all—could not be thought of—if man®wem not 
a member of a community. Temperance, courage, 
and wisdom can all have a certain (though* in- 
radequate) meaning given to them by oonsiderinc, 
laan as if he were a solitary being. They will fim 
scope ia the discipline and development of his 
personal character. But novmeaning at ^ canISe 
given to justice or benevolence which does not 
involve the conception of other persons an4 .their 
relation to the individual. By the social virtues 
therefore we mean those habits of personal character 
—for it is still personal character with wfiich rWe 

S6 



JUSTICE 87 


deal—which icxhAit the moral attitude of the in¬ 
dividual as a member o^*a community, and which 
have .meaning regarding him only in that social 
rdation. And just aa the personal^ virtues were 
said .to .be coAcerned i«th the due ordering of the 
lowar by the higher %iature of man, so the social 
^rtues exhibit the due attitude of a man to other 
persuns or to tlfe^socaal whole. 

Thl • socitfl virtues must obviously be closely 
related to the special conditions of social order 
existing at any time : apart, on the one side, from 
an historical account of some particular civilisation, 
and, on the other^hand, without entering upon a 
complete social phUosophy, it is very difficult to 
determine the nature and scope of the fundiimental 
or cartlinal virtues of th« social man. In all accounts 
justice !tolds a foremost place, if it does not indeed 
exhiust the whole field. But justice seems always 
to Jiave relation to the recognition of definite rights 
on'the part of others and to be limited to due 
«igard for theae*rights. A more positive and moFe 
generous attitude towards others demands recognr- 
4ion in* the* constitution of the mor^ life. The 
claasicS moralists of T^reece never met this demand 


fully In Aristotle's etlycs, indeed, there are many 
suggestions of the larger view of social morality : in 
his description of the virtuous attitude towards the 



giving* the virtues oi 
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liberality and magnificence, and in the minor virtues 
which he includes in his tst and^which have to do 
with the amenities of ^cial intercourse, but most of 
all in his discourses on friendship. To the Stoic^^ 
far deeper conception is dae. By fheir day^^ tfiC 
chains of the aristocratic coilstitution of Athenian 
hfe had been broken, and the unity of the hum^ 
race first appealed to them with hviig force an^ led 
to their recognition of the virtue of benevolence— 
which, afterwards, under the name of charity or 
love, was held by Christian writers to express the 
sum and substance of all the virtues. 

We may look upon justice apd benevolence as 
the fundamental social virtues ; and the reasons for 
doing so will be made clearer as their nature is 
exhibited, Their distinctiox from one another has 
been aptly indicated by defining justice# as the 
principle of giving a citizen his due, and benAff^ol- 
ence as the principle of seeking his good as a n^an. 
These, of course, are merely formal definijiions,‘for 
tlley leave undetermined the querfcions, What 
citizen’s due ? and What is his good as a man 1 
But they ^ive a preliminary point o'f view froiS 
which these questions may be attacked. 

r 

A history of the views of moralists concerning 
justice would be almost the'same thing as a history 
of moral and pftlitical philosophy. The question 



• I ^ UfeXICE 89 

wl^t is due from man to man in virtue of his man- 
hood and citizenship raisel or touches almost every 
question in ethics. And it i3 not easy to give, in 
fhast compass^ any iiUelligible accQunt of that 
a8{)ect of virtuous char^ter. It is so comprehen¬ 
sive and "yet so subtle that moralists are agreed in 
almost nothing ab^t it except in calling it justice. 

An^initial di&culty arises from a confusion. 
Justice,*in almost every meaning given to the term, 
has something to do with law. And as the laws 
may be supposed to cover the whole field of the moral 
life, and do, as a matter of fact, concern almost 
all kinds of conduct,.there is a sense in which justice 
may seem to be co-extensive with the whole of moral 
virtue. ; This was especially the case in sertain 
ancienf societies, such a9 the Greek city-states. In 
thetn the ^t man might have been said to be the law- 
abidAg man : including, perhaps, under “ law," not 
mer^y thff explicit edicts of the sovereign power, but 
ajso the normal expectations which were formed about^ 
fe^aduct by social'opinion and which were, to son^ 
extent, backed up by its sanctions. In this sense 
tm justjhan is the s^e as the righteous man of 
Scripture, whose characteristic was that he kept the 
whole Jaw, therein regarded as the divine, law and 
therefore as leaving no moral dut 3 i outside its scope. 

But it is not with this universal justice (as 
Aj^totle called ih) that we are conoerffed. We give 
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the name justice to a special aspect” of the mo^al 

life ; we distinguish it not onl]^ from temperance 
and courage and wisdoha, but also from benevodence ; 
and it is into .this special exttellence of character /i|jat 
we have to inquire. 

There is a branch of justice w^ich has to do with' 
the putting right of wrongs. It is lihis branch.<«^hich 
bulks most largely in our eyes ; and t'b it Vp^tat are 
called Courts of Justice are restricted, or almost 
entirely restricted. Historically also, it would seem 
to be the aspect of justice which finds earliest ex¬ 
pression in the human conscience. It is wrongs— 
offences against rights—which first bring rights to 
conscieusness; and it is in connexion with wrongs 
that the germ of justice first shows signs of life in 
our instinctive or impulsive nature. i 

There is a hint of this view in Aristotle in a passage 
in which he speaks of nemesia as the natural spurce 
,or impulsive basis of justice : though hp doefi not 
^^ork out the view or even menti6n it in his expw^ 
and elaborate treatment of the virtue. He points 
out that ithe sense of sham,e may be taken as the 
first instinctive appearance of temperance, and that 
in the ^ame way the f&eling of nemeais, that is, 
indignation or r^entment, is the seed in human 
nature out of which the virtue of justice grows, o 
The term 'fiemests has, however, from the hjst, 
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a> .certain nroral connotation and ia so treated 
by Aristotle. is righteous indignation, and 

niean»“ distribution of whaf is due,” while it was 
piBBoiyfied as, the godttess of justice from whom 
relribution comes. L^awng out of sight this moral 
impllcatfbn for the moment—for indeed it seems 
hardly present ^^the start—we may look upon 
indi^^tion or resenttnent as the instinctive germ 
of justice, ^'he impulse which stirs us to ward off a 
hurt from ourselves, and which prompts to retalia¬ 
tion and revenge, is a tendency which, when moral¬ 
ised, leads us to the very heart of what we mean 
by justice. • 

Thus Bacon begins his famous essay on revenge 
with the words “ Revenge is a kind of wild 
justice.” He looks ujibn it therefore as a sort of 
rival to* official or legal justice, and as needing 
acccndingly all the greater restraint by law ; “ The 
moie a nlan’s nature runs to [revenge], the more 
ought law to weed it out. For as for the first wrong 
iWoth but offend the law ; but the revenge of ths,t 
wrong puttet]|i the law out of office.” • 

"In tyS passage Bs^on writes as a Itfwyer, not, 
certainly, as an historian of custom. Revenge exists 
befgrg law. And it doOS not disappear .when law 
arises, partly because it is a tfndenoy which has 
b^n organised in the Ifuman constitution and can 
onl y gr^ually be displaced, partly bScause law does 
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in a regular Vay and on principle a^'part only ^of 
what revenge does or desibes. ' 

An illustration of the close connexion between law 
and this natural feeling of? resentment is a^ond^d 
by a theory put forward^ by certain eminent 
jurists. They have looked upon the crir^inal 
law, which punishes offences, as^a^means of giving 
a regulated satisfaction to the natural feeljflg of 
resentment and desire for revenge. I’he view is 
interesting ; but 1 do not think that it is sound. It 
confuses the purpose of law and legal penalties with 
their historical origin. Legal penalties are not now 
inflicted on the wrong-doer beeause the man who 
has suffered the wrong desire to see him in pain; 
but because it has been discovered both that the 
pain which the injured m%n would himself have 


inflicted in his own wild way serves the 'moral or 
social purpose of preventing wrong, and alsoHhat 


this is an end which can be still better tecurai if 


jJie penalty be determined and inflicted by' the 
oi;ganised force of society instead of being left^ffS 
the caprine or passion of the injured man. 


The instinct of revenge—at any rate befdjpe it hSd 
come in contact with, and been modified by, legal 


methods-rseems careless alike of individual re^pqosi- 


bility and of the intentional character of the injury. 
In Idle earliest forms of historical societies, resent¬ 
ment is not dli^oted solely'against^ the person 
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done thi wrong ; his whole kith and kin are 
involved in the oShnce anib liable to pay the penalty 
to th»mjured man and hb fatally. Soth wrong and 
roi^ntment are lookeda upon as not, personal but 
tfibai. • Early hostility, is a blood-feud, and a 
remnantr of this form* of social order still survives 
in the vendetta ^ semi-civilised races. Nor does 
the Iji^ntion with wtioh the original act was per¬ 
forms mate any difference. To the passion of 
resentment hurt and wrong are the same, and are 
equally followed by the desire for retaliation. It is 
only after reflection, and in the course of the organ¬ 
isation of social Ufe, that personal responsibility 
is flxed, and the intention of an act taken into 
accouijt. “ The soul that sinneth it shall die.” 
These' words stand foi* a revolution in the moral 
ide'as ok the race. They mark the beginning of 
civ^ed morality and the basis of civilised law. 
Th# responsibility for an act is limited to the 
agtot who performed it; and the degree of his 
fteponsibility i^ made to depend on his in¬ 
tention in the act, os distinguished /rom Ihe 
Sccide^fel or external circumstances xrhich may 
have modified it. 

If a purchaser is charged thirty shillings for an 
articfe which is ticketed in the ehop-win3ow at one 
pound, there is unfairness in tLe transaction, and 
b? his been wronged. * Acoordinglji*he will have a 
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claim for the return of ten shillings ; 
will restore the bargain Ito fairrttess in accordance 
with the shopkeeper’s‘contract with thfe pubUc. If 
the overcharge was due to accident or oversigjji,t,L 
there is no more to be said. I5ut if there was delibera'ce 
deception on the salesman’s jiart, then it boconaes a 
case of fraud; modern civilisatioi^takes cognisance of 
it under the criminal law and ptmisb'inent is in^ted. 
In either case—^whether the unfairness (5f thfi trans¬ 
action was due to oversight or to deliberate deception 
—we start with a wrong which needs to be redressed 
or righted. And, logically, this conception of a 
wrong done implies the conception of a right that 
has been violated : although the latter conception 
may have emerged later in the historical develop¬ 
ment of moral ideas. The fundamental question for 
the theory of justice, therefore, concerns the nature 
of rights : it is only when the rights of an indivklual 
or of the society have been violated that the question 
of redress arises ; it is only when they l^ave beei^ 
intentionally violated that the punishment of iknf 
nrfender can have moral justification. 

It is natural that the Question of justice should 
most prominently suggest b? us the redress of wrongs 
and the punishment of offenders. That is what a 
man is commonly thinking of when justice is Iris 
plea, or when ke goes into court seqking for jUstibg. 


m 


'id this return 
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Byt logicallyljuBtice must be concerned with rights 
before it can dedde uptfci wrongs. And the just 
man may abcordingly be ddScribed as the man in 
wipm respect^for the Mhts of other8,has become a 
hftbii oS will. The mel^ng and extent of justice 
will therefore depend on the account we are able to 
give of what are call ed the “ rights ” of man. 

He«, then, aae face to face with the real 
difficulty of’the question. The just man is the man 
into whose volitional nature there is ingrained a 
habit of respecting the rights of others. What are 
those rights 1 

The first and mo%t obvious answer is that a man’s 
rights are the things which the law secures to him by 
preveqjting interference with them by others. • He has 
a right to his property, that is, the law will punish per¬ 
sons whs steal it from him. He has a right to Uberty, 
tha^is, the law will punish anyone who puts restraint 
upgn his ^rson. He has a right to his good name ; 
t^hete is §, law of libel for anyone who calumniates 
hsm. His rights are other people’s duties—duties 
which the law sanctions by punishing their violation. 
The ju^fr man then, it may be said, is«the person 
whose cultivated habit of will leads him to obey this 
law without the compulsion of its penalties, who, 
freely and from trained volitional habit, respects the 
leeal rights of others. This is an important feature 
q|*hi/ character^ but clearly it is not *11. A riparian 
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proprietor might reasonably accuse phis up-ri^er 
neighbour of interfering wlith his lights if he polluted 
the stream that was tb pass by his hohse—and his 
attitude woul^ be reasonable even if there were^jjo 
law against the pollutio|i* of rivers. Ho woihd 
contend that he had a right which olfght to be 
respected, even although no lajW enforced it. He 
would be contending for a moral right, th^rafore. 
The gradual modification of legal rights nearly 
always follows in the wake of some such view of 
moral rights. Again, we should call a man unjust 
if, without good cause, he were to disinherit his 
eldest and youngest sons for the advantage of his 
second son. We recognise a right on the part of 
the other sons to a share in the inheritance, 
although no such right is admitted by EngUsli law. 
Ordinary social opinion, however, sanctions the 
claim, and ordinary social practice leads to a ce'itain 
normal expectation of conduct corresponding to..thB 
practice. We say that the rights of the eldest "and 
youngest sons were violated, beciuse their norneal 
expectations were disappointed. 

The just man, it might therefore seem, respects 
not merely legal rights but also normal expectations. 
Yet such normal expectations are often without the 
clear and precise outlines which we desiderate in the 
distinction of justice from* injustice. Besides, we 
are willing to'Udmit that these normal expectstioos 
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sbj3uld not a^aya be encouraged and perpetuated. 
Otherwise, social • arrangements would be stereo¬ 
typed, and rfeform would become impossible. Certain 
,e^ectations correspondlLiig to rights of fundamental 
iripo{tapce are e8senti|.l\o the well-being of society. 
But .whoc^ there is a strong compelling force re¬ 
quiring everything^» be done as one’s neighbours 
expeat it to be^lon#, social progress is hindered. 
The wmer the sweep of these normal expectations 
and the stronger the sanctions which defend them, 
the less progressive is the society. They characterise 
eastern rather than western social methods, and in 
the west, the life of.the village rather than the life 
of the town. The less progressive the community 
the greater is the displeasure with which \fhat is 
called feccentricity, eithw of thought or conduct, is 
visitfed, afid the less room is there for individual 
freedim. Justice, no doubt, represents the per¬ 
manent and relatively fixed aspect of social life— 
the aspeoli of order rather than that of progress—■ 
hut.it cannot ooniist in an attitude which is essea- 
tially obstructive of progress. It is, therefore, not 
a sufficient account of,the just man's character— 
though iT contains a portion of the truth—to say 
that he is a respecter of the rights of others as fixed 
by laV*r by the opinion and customs of the society 
of tjie time. We may tdie this, if we like, as ex- 
preslinj^ what has been called the Tonaervative 
a 
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element in justice. The term “ juBt,”/!ineaning ti^ 
conformity to “ what is Required*,” has sometimes 
been used in an unfavourable sense, and eveij as a 
term of dispraise, in whic|<’ justice is opposed^o 
generosity. But a larger/vpw of human 
makes this usage less applicable. We haffdlyb call 
that employer, for instance, jus^who only pays his 
men their wages and holds that he' has no duties to 
them beyond those which the law enforces.' The 
just man may observe the rights sanctioned by 
society, but he will respect others also of which the 
society is careless, and he may attempt to modify 
the social standard by an appeal to what may be 
called Ideal Justice. 

We tiannot get a satisfactory accoxmt of justice 
without taking this ideal ‘element into coifsidera- 
tion. We have to include not only the rijghts 
which are enforced by law or social opiniodf but 
also others var 3 dng more or less from these, which 
we have ground for saying ought to belong to nsen. 

L ' 

I ^ 

A theory of what is called Natural Rights has 
thus beeh worked out in this coimexion. ' .^d it is 
characteristic of this theory that the rights claimed 
are held< to be independent of positive or historical 
enactment. These natural rights—so the exponents 
of the theoiy contend—belong to men irrespectiye 
of all sociaT institution: and societies ohd Ibgal 
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Bjwtems are ^od^or bad j according to the meaaure 
in which they recognise thema 

A very long list might be mode of such rights as 
ih^ ^jave bewi claime\ and expounded by one a 
priorf philosopher or Sndther. Some idea of them 
may be given by a partial and classified enumeration. 

First comes th^l^ht to Life : which is sometimes 
made 3^ invqlve a rigfit to work—and to have work 
provided for one—in order that life may be main¬ 
tained ; sometimes also, to include a right to 
happiness, in order that life may be worth maintain¬ 
ing. Secondly, there is the right to Property (defined 
as the produce direJt or indirect of one's labour), 
which is usually held to include the right to usq one's 
property, to prevent others from using it, and to 
destrpy it; and the right to alienate it whether by 
exohange,Tiy gift, or by bequest. Thirdly, there is 
the right to Freedom, which has many meanings and 
apphBations: such as, in the first place, freedom of 
thouglit; to hold qpe’s own opinion and to convince 
others of it by speech or print; in the second place* 
freedom of action, as in choosing one’s bu^ess, in 
entering ^to contracts; and in employing one's 
leisure ; in the third place, freedom of combination 
along .with others for the a^ievement of B.nf lawful 
purpose; in the fourth place, perBaps, freedom to 
resisf, oppression, that is, the right to debel if the 
ruling power of soiJiety interferes with one’s rights ; 
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and, in the fifth place, junder .Jihe ^ame of the 
franchise, a share in the government, of in electing 
representatives in the government, is regarded as 
the mark of a citizen of a /ree country. Foi^rth^,' 
there is the right to have'thfe contracts mMeTwith 
one fulfilled, and generally to Good Faith. ' And 
fifthly, there is the right to E<J&«iity, including, in 
the first place, impartial treatment by ^he 1^/ff, and, 
in the second place, impartial treatment in the dis¬ 
tribution of the benefits of life. 

This is a large Bill of Rights; and, as a matter of 
fact, no community has ever recognised them all 
without qualification. This ma^ appear unimportant 
seeing that they are ideals. They do not claim to 
be legal rights, but rathej; natural rights lyhich a 
perfect law would observe. They claim ideal validity 
only. But, even as regards this claim, it mnst be 
pointed out that no system of laws could maintain 
them all, for they are not consistent with one aiisther. 
If we are to recognise an inherefit or natural right 
to life,_^it can only be by making large restrictions 
upon tha right to property; and if wa are to establish 
a right to happiness, the problem is graves still, and 
indeed impossible of solution. Again, the right to 
have a contract fulfilled is itself a limitati(Vi pt the 
abstract right td freedonj, for it hmits the freedom 
of one of tfas parties to the contract. And jihej^light 
to equality is not only vague in statement, but each 



I I . JUSTICE 101 

step taken realise it involves some interference 
with the abstracr right t6 freedom. In short, if we 
delina the ]ust man as th^ man who respects all 
these so-calle{i natural^rights, we m^ike his nature 
a* ruthish shoot foi^ \ll the contradictions and 
generalities of a 'priori pohtics. 

The fallacy of th# doctrine of natural rights hes in 
the i^ependentvalidity assigned to each one of the 
so-called ri^ts. These all describe—in very general 
terms, it is true, and perhaps not very accurately— 
certain factors of the social order, at least, of any desir¬ 
able social order, Such an order seeks to reahse life 
and liberty, an eq«al law and stable industrial system 
in the best possible way. It is when we treat each 
factor _us of the nature of an absolute indefeasible 
right 'that contradiutiens enter, and we find the 
sys’tem svill not work. Accordingly, theorists have 
sou^t for some leading idea to which aU the others 
m^ be subordinated ; and in this way two rival 
views of, ideal justice have been elaborated, corrg- 
sponding to the'two leading ideas in the group^of 
natural rights—Liberty and Equahty. , 

These Wire rival ideqs. Yet the two always went 
together in older doctrines of natural rights. That 
all men were free and equal was a chara.^teristio of 
the supposed state of nature, ^tecedent to every 
pelitical constitution, which was a leading idea with 
^lSdieVal and many modem politict^ philosophers. 
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.^n actual laws and institutions seemfd oppressive, 
ae characteristics of this ihaagina^ state of nature 
ame to be regarded as the goals of revolutionary 
rogress, as “irights ” of wlj^ch men Jiad beep too 
ang deprived by tyranny. ^.I^was thought that the 
leal state would be established or restofed, ’and 
he long grievance of humanity^ remedied, when a 
ew order of freedom and eqtJality had tal^gfi the 
lace of the old order of restraint and privilege. 

The results, so far, of the preceding pages may 
low be summed up, before an attempt is made to 
letermine more precisely the fifature of justice, 
ustice is the volitional habit which disposes a man 
0 respect the rights of others. It is thus qssenti- 
Ily a social virtue : the 'term has no meaning 
ipart from the relation of the . person called 
‘ just ’’ to other persons who are regarded as haVing 
‘ rights.” Accordingly, we cannot understtind w&at 
S meant by “ justice ” until we can givera mfian^ 
ng to this term “ rights.” Every community, how¬ 
ever, retyignises certain rights as belonging to its 
■nembers ;' and, in the modern state, the 'ijghts of 
Ditizens are defined and enforced by law. This 
gives us aplue in our search^for an. explanatioiyif^the 
meaning of rights.. Yet we have found that legal 
rights do not exactly ooinbide with moral rights. 
Moral rights iffay exist without the sanction ol‘ law,^ 
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aad the law \pay^admit a right which morality re¬ 
fuses to recpgnise. If the tyo were coincident, the 
virtue of justice would find its complete realisation 
iij” lay-observance ; afid we should 'be unable to 
explain'the obvious feet that laws themselves—as 
well'as social customs and normal expectations— 
are constantly ^iflg tested and amended by the 
appU<A!vj;ion pf some luoral or ideal standard. This 
ideal standard was, for long, identified with a certain 
doctrine of indefeasible rights which were supposed 
to belong to every man by nature, and which it was 
the business of social institutions to manifest and 
confirm. These Sb'called natural rights were not 
often enumerated completely; nor did their ex¬ 
ponents show how all of them could be realised at 
the, same time. But stress was laid chiefly upon 
two^of T;hem—-Uberty and equality. These were 
commonly regarded as companion, not as rival, ideals; 
bu^ they'have led to two different theories as to 
t^e'nature of justice and of social order generally. • 
Kant and Herbert Spencer may be instanced <as 
having used the conception of liberty for the purpose 
of defiiiing the meankig of justice. Tliey agreed 
also in interpreting liberty in a negative way as 
equivalent simply to ffeedom from interference. 
The essence of justice is made ito consist in non- 
intjprfejrence ; and a state is regarded as realising 
jvstice in its IdKal system when every citizen, is 
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left free to act os he will provided thqrc he does not 
by his action interfere mth the like freedom of others. 
To be made effective this view has to be stipple- 
mented by a' distinction between those acti 9 n 8 -pf 
a man which do not and those which do affect 
others in such a way as may limit their ‘freedom. 
These two spheres of his activity njust be delimited; 
and, if this can be done, we may call the two ^heres 
self-regarding acts and other-regarding acts re¬ 
spectively ; and it will then be possible to maintain 
that self-regarding acts should be left to each man’s 
choice, whereas the organised control of the state 
should regulate other-regarding 'acts so that they 
may not limit the freedom of others ; the just state 
will mSke laws enforcing this result, and the just 
man will observe these lavffe, without feeling, their 
constraint, for they will have become ill him a 
trained habit of will. The thinkers who adopt this 
view set very definite limits to the functions ofwthe 
rtate; these limits are designed to safe-guard' the 
fnpedom of the individual; and tke political theory 
which results is known os Individualism. 

Other Witers have fixedi, upon equali{5[-, as the 
fundamental constituent of ideal justice. The con¬ 
ception of equality, inde^, enters in some.dsg™® 
into every doctrine of justice ; justice has to do 
with what is fair or equal b£ between man and mpi; 
and the stnctest individualist recognises Ihis in 
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claiiraing equ^ freedom for all men. But there are 
other elements of value in'life besides freedom ; and 
when equality is claimed in respect of them, a dif- 
•ferent^doctrine.results. 'It takes manyiforms accord¬ 
ing te the kind of equi,liiiy in view ; and its extreme 
form* wohld be a communism which required an 
equal distribution,, oJ all the goods of life. Socialism 
does ^t make this demand ; but the ethical idea 
which underlies the socialist doctrine of justice is 
the idea of equality. It should be added, how¬ 
ever, that in recent expositions of the creed, chief 
emphasis is laid on the social organisation and 
control required, Snd the idea of equality becomes 
less prominent and, sometimes, almost disappears. 

Taka, in the first place, the view of justice which 
is foynded on the ideS. of liberty—interpreted as 
meaning* non-interference. No one has been able 
to dtfold the meaning of this idea in a systematic 
an(^ consistent way and at the same time to make 
it (ftscrihe a social order which can be called jus^ 
It has been supported by a distinction between sqlf- 
regarding ancj other-regarding activities, non-inter¬ 
ference Jibing claimed, only for the fornfer. Even 
if the distinction could be drawn satisfewtorily, the 
pro^l^ would stiU remain, for it is wjth social 
conduct, that justice is concerned- But conduct of 
ev^ry kind has social effects and may thus tend to 
limit tlie freedom of other men. Events expression 
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of a man's views influences the opini/tns of othem ; 
the property he aoquips takes away their freedom 
to obtain the same things ; in some industrial'^ondi- 
tions the wages offered by'an employer may leave 
the workmen free only tc accept his terms ‘or to 
starve ; in certain circumstances even this Alter¬ 
native may not be left open ; ^nd the result is 
arrived at in the name of freedom, 

Historical development, especially in industrial 
affairs, has made plain the conclusion that the 
extension of liberty, in the sense of non-interference, 
does not promote human equality. The first thing 
needful may have been to assert individual freedom 
against the interference and tyranny of the govern¬ 
ment. ’The history of freedom has two %spect8, 
constitutional and personal. Constitutionf),!^ or 
political freedom is realised when the goV^ernraent 
of a country adequately represents the will ol the 
people ; personal freedom is realised 'when »*the 
government, however constituted,,does not interfei<e 
unduly in their lives. Personal freedom has been 
most strongly asserted—as it has been most fre¬ 
quently restricted—in the two spheres oL. religion 
and industry. In questions of belief the gospel of 
liberty was preached, in^ times of revolutipn« by 
Milton and John Locke; and their pileas for 
toleration triumphed. TKe prophet of indus^al 
freedom was Adam Smith. La a‘'historioal review 
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of *the progre^ of opulence he showed how trade 
had been turned olit of itS most benehoial channels 
by the unwise regulations of governments; he 
held that, if tsaders wdte left to pursue their own 
in^reBts»in their own ivay, the greatest advantage 
to the colnmunity would result; he recommended 
the removal of restrictions, and trusted to the 
“ simj^^ system ‘of natural hberty.” In course of 
time his ideas bore fruit; one by one the old re¬ 
strictions on trade were abolished ; natural liberty 
was allowed to work out its natural results. Some 
of these results were obvious and beneficial; but it 
was only gradually^kat observers began to note that 
the promotion of equality was not one of them. 
Natural, liberty accentuated inherent ineqiftilities, 
and see’med to lead to a'greater difference of condi¬ 
tion thanfihad existed before between rich and poor, 
employer and employed, educated and uneducated. 

G^Sadualiy, therefore, men came under the infiuence 
of. a 'new gorder of ideas ; and nearly all the im-» 
portant legislation of the last generation or mose 
has tended in^the direction not of liberty^ but of 
equality^ "And the reatilt has been morS quickly 
apparent than in the former case ; it is seen that 
each, sjpp towards equMity has involved some 
limitation of the individual freedom which was 


formerly claimed as the natural right of man. 

are still far from the end of thi^progress in 
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the direction of equality. And co||fidence as»to 
aU its results would be' premature. Yet we are 
able to see that when an attempt is made to.render 
precise the idea of equalitfy, it had various comi 
peting meanings ; and it. a^o becomes clear t£at 
it is not possible, from any one of these,'to derive 
a satisfactory definition of justice. 

Equality might be so interpreted as to,,mean 
simply equality before the law ; but equality of this 
sort was always admitted as desirable even under 
the regime of unlimited freedom. There is nearly 
always present, however, as there is always required, 
a provision that the laws themselves should be equal, 
that is just; and in the interpretations of what 
belongs to a just or equal law, all the old ditficulties 
reappear. Again, it might‘be contended that what 
is wanted is equality of opportunity. Butt this view 
would require us to fix some arbitrary point Sis the 
end of the individual’s training or education, ijp to 
^hich point all individuals should be dealt ‘ wi^h 
equally, and after which they s’hould be given a 
perfectly fair start in the race for life and for the 
goods of^ life. When the difficulty of 'fixing this 
point had been surmounted, we should only be in 
presence, of a competition, somewhat fairer_ at the 
start than the ijlder system, but sown with the 
seeds of greater bitterness" and contention, for ia it 
the weaker* comnetitors would have to efidure a 
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harder fate than under the present system. Equality 
of opportunity, therefore,-with competitors unequal 
as they are,’ would only acc0ntuate differences ; it 
•would not givp nor tend to a real eq^uality of con¬ 
ditions. • Hence the demand for tempering the in¬ 
equalities which result From private enterprise can 
only be satisfied by establishing some measure of 
equajjtj^ in the'distsibution of goods. Even here, 
however, we’ are not at an end of ambiguities. For 
arithmetical equality is seldom demanded. It would 
not only need a fresh redistribution on the occasion 
of each birth and each death in the human family ; 
but it would reqviiiip the assignment of equal shares 
to child and man, irrespective of their needs or 
desertg. It is therefore, almost always .allowed 


that the equality required must be interpreted as 
some kind of proportion. But proportion to what ? 
Enlitely different social orders will result according 
a^(ve mtdie our standard that of social welfare, and 
^iafribntf. goods in proportion to social efficiency ; 
or as we adopt 3, personal standard ; and then tBe 
division will be altogether different according* as 
we take* effort or need as the ground upon which 
each man’s share is to be determined. If effort 


were taken as the standard, we should require 
omniscience to determine it; and if need were taken 
as the standard, then the stimulus to industry would 
Jbe relnoved and the moral element eliminated from 
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the rewards of industry, so that, whE^ver else our 
socialistic state might be, it would'not be a just state. 

Justice therefore, if* would seem, cahnot eonsist 
either in abstract freedom or in abstract equality. 
And the ideals are antagonistic. Equality ia gained 
only by constant interferences with liberty. jAnd 
liberty, conceived in this abstract fashion, has been 
shown to be hostile to the reeJisatlon of equ^hty: 
of real equality, of equality of opportunity, and 
even of equality before the law, wherever (as in 
this country) legal proceedings are expensive. 

If the conception of liberty iseof so little avail 
in assisting us to determine the nature of the just 
man or pf the just state, it may be because the con¬ 
ception is almost entirely negative. It has* been 
interpreted as meaning simply nqn-inteiference, 
absence of restraint. Thus the question afises 
whether liberty is necessarily a merely 'negative 
conception; whether its meaning is exhausted 'by 
n6n-interference or whether it maj^ be possible to 
givb positive content and thereby also ethical value 
to the oohi;eption. If this can be done, We shall 
have to enlarge the meaning of the conception so 
as to include freedom to develop or cultivatejone’s 
nature as ' a moral being. This wider conception 
will thus involve both negative freedom from inter¬ 
ference, or ratiier, as we ought to B«y. from uhdue 
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interference, and also positive freedom ; and positive 
freedom will ikipl}i the presence of those conditions 
without which freedom from interference is worthless; 
that is, it will include th| means and opportunities of 
realising one's personal and social capacities. 

Undoubtedly, this sCdtns a worthier social idea! 
than either abstract liberty or abstract equality. 
But it is also vague ; ^and when we attempt to make 
clear ^hat itdnvolves, no httle want of precision still 
remains. 

The ideal of Positive Freedom would seem to 
involve the following conditions. In the first place, 
the development^ and direction of mental and 
physical powers by education. In the second place, 
as education only fits a man for work and does not 
provide him with the necessary means therelor, the 
ide^ • w(juld seem to involve certain industrial 
factcjrs, namely,’ access to the materials and instru¬ 
ments of production. These need not necessarily 
be ^signed absolutely to the individual, nor need 
tile whole’ produot be regarded as his private prc^ 
perty ; but such access to industrial material aad 
instrumei^jks WDuld be required as would givd suitable 
employment: caUing fflrth the industry, intelligence, 
and special gifts of a man, and followed by suitable 
reward? In the third place, physical and social sur¬ 
roundings should be provided so* as to aid and not 
to hamper individual development. ^ 
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It is thus clear that the ideal of positive freedij^m 
contains a great deal more thaa fKJedom in any 
ordinary meaning of the term. It involves^ also, 
a wholesale restriction of thjp liberty claimed by the^ 
older or individualist writers. To carry it Out,'it 
would be necessary to restrict the negative lij}erty 
of some in order to provide the means essential to 
the development of others ; ^nd it would also be 
necessary to restrict the liberty of these others in 
many ways, so as to prevent them from accepting 
conditions of work or of life opposed to their own 
development or to social welfare. And these re¬ 
strictions, it would further app^r, tend to bring 
the ideal of positive freedom into closer connexion 
with eq,uality, but without making the latter into 
an absolute rule. „ 

It must be admitted, also, that positive j^refcdom, 
as thus conceived, is of the nature ot an ideal. >„The 
various elements impUed in it have been,indicated, 
and even this general statement of them shows t£em 
tb be large and far reaching: aooess to industrial 
instruments, suitable employment, scope for realising 
a full hinjian life. These cannoli be 'foriij,ufated as 
definite rights for all or any particular time. ‘ Other¬ 
wise, moral rights would b%the same as moral needs; 
if we define justice as consisting in respect fdt these 
as the rights of all'men, th^ justice is indistinguish¬ 
able from hffi»evolence. If wb would have a<^de£Lni- 
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tion of justice which is not limited to a far-off, 
perhaps unat^inaitle, ideal, and wish to describe 
the character of the just man as he appears in 
various historical surroiyidings, we must be content 
wi4h ^me much less elaborate description of the 
right^ which he respects*in others. In the case of 
justice, as in the case of temperance and of courage, 
there has been ■ grSj^ual widening of men’s views 
of th?application of the virtue. When we say that 
the just man is the man in whose character there is 
established the tendency to respect the rights of 
others, and to subordinate thereto any confficting 
desires of his owi^ particular self—that he is the 
man who in this way realises the social self—we 
must yet allow for a progressive deepeniog and 
■broadening of view concerning the nature of these 
rights? The permanent element in justice is the 
recog^tion of Ihe moral personality of others. 
This recognition, when it has become ingrained in 
the *good man’s character, involves a recognition 
■of’ their right to iree activity, in so far as gootf 
ground has not been shown for its limitation*; 
and of thejf eqtiahty, unless there are specij^l reasons 
for inequality. The inT«rpretation and realisation 
of these rights is the prpblem of social progress. 
And \)uP conception of justice is widened with the 
enl^gement of our ideas .as to wBat is involved in 
being arfellow-citizen, a fellow-man. 
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Into connexion with this view of justice, as 
respect for the rights of others^, w^i^ may bring^ a 
number of other sociaL virtues which are commonly 
regarded as independent: , 

1. Corresponding to the right acknowledged »in‘ 
every man to fair or equal treatment undef the law, 
we have the judicial virtue of Impartiality. 

2. Corresponding to his rigtit to the goods or 
property which belong to him by law or by a 'imoral 
right which we think should have the force of law, 
there is the virtue of Honesty. 

3. Corresponding to his right to have promises 
kept and the truth told to him, \j(e have the virtues 
of Promise-keeping and Veracity. 

4. Corresponding to his right to have a due 
recognition of the benefits .which he has canferred 
(even although these benefits may lose their moral 
worth if done for ^he sake of 8u6h a return] we 
have the virtue of Gratitude. 

5. Corresponding to his right to freedom ^lom 

mterference, especially in those aspects bf his life 
in which the individual is brought into relation 
with thofUltimate meaning and purpose ^of reahfy, 
we have the virtue of Tolerettion. «- 



CHAPTER VII 

• • 

BENEVOLENCE 

Justice, as it h|a Been explained, is a virtue of 
wide ^c\pipas^, whiclf has gradually widened its 
extent with the enlargement of men’s ideas of 
citizenship and of manhood, and of the rights of a 
citizen and of a man. The extension of the idea 
pf the rights of others may, indeed, be carried so 
far as to make it difeibult to distinguish justice from 
benevolence. Both take in all mankind, ajid, as 
we hav^ seen, it is not easy to fix a limit to the 
right§ jaf manhood. Yet justice always seems to 
contain aft element of definit^ obhgation, which 
does flot hold in the case of benevolence: a right 
or ckim on the one hand, and on the other a willing- 
je^ ^0 admit the jclaim, to respect the right. In 
contrast with this, we may say that the virtue of 
benevolence, like the quality of mercy, is not jtrained. 
It does geo*d beyond what can be required by any 
definite claim, and there seems about it a certaii^, 
grace ^nd freedom which £!tie precise obligaflons of 
justice tend to exclude. In some r4re natures, how¬ 
ever,’Ihis virtuous habit may be so power^, and the 
feeling 0 / social unity may be so &c^y established, 
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that the needs of other men ,niEy appeal with 
Buoh strength and pracision as to be indistinguish¬ 
able from rights. “ If citizens be friends,'" says 
Aristotle, “ they have no need of justice ; but ^hoijgh 
they be just they need frieaflship or love alsof." 

Benevolence, then, is the virtuous habit Which 
leads a man to seek the good of osiers, even to the 
postponement of his private or particular iptorests, 
and to find his own in others’ good. There is a true 
insight into the essence of this virtue of benevolence 
in Aristotle’s view of friendship, where the good 
of one’s friend is held to be identical with one’s, 
own. But the sentiment oP mendship is so re¬ 
stricted in extent that it tends to transform the 
mutual love of two or three into an •alliance 
against the rest of the world, and it also inquires 
a certain correspiAdence of conditions Wnd, senti-' 
mente which prevents its wide extension. Benevo¬ 
lence, on the other hand, knows no such Ikuits. 
In its highest form it is a love .to all men, wd. tn 
tnan as man. 

The'lyiemotional Jeremy Bentham once remarked 
—by way of explaining his own devotion, to pubhc 
objects, and reconciling it with bis analysis of human 
motive—" I am a selfish man, as selfish a^an^ man 
can be. But in Ine, somehow or other, so it happens, 
selfishnesfehas taken the shape of beneyolqhce." 
If we could admit this as a true' acxsount of a state 
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of* mind, prudence and benevolence would be for it 
the same both m i^otive and in the resultant conduct. 
At other times, especially when men are very closely 
connected with us—by family, or neighbourhood, or 
common profession—thgir need may seem to con¬ 
stitute a'claim ; and in such cases—whenever we 
say that a particular person has a claim upon our 
beneiio^ence^the distinction between justice and 
benevolence is being obliterated; so that for a 
perfect moral nature—a nature in which the good 
will is enlightened by perfect reason—we may surmise 
that benevolent action will be felt to appeal with the 
precision of justftef and that justice will be ner- 
formei with the spontaneity of benevolence. 

It is.just this merging of the two into onl^ which 
lends^t^e element of grflce to the most cultured and 
lovable Vnoral matures. Justice loses its rigidity; 
bendvolence its attitude of superiority ; and the 
wh#le mah seems dominated by a spirit of love 
v^dh is at once a passion and a principle. ■ 

This leads to one of the difficulties connected wii.h 
benevolence. ^How is it possible (the question has 
been a^dS) to bring benevolence into lin$ with the 
other virtues ? They correspond to an attitude 
whi^jh jaay be regarded'as a duty. We jnay say 
to a man, “ be sincere,” “ be just,^’ “ be pure,” even 
“ be brave.” But with Vhat propriety can we say 
“.tnou'shalt fova ” ? Love, it haa bee?said, id not 
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and never can be a oommand. This jriew was tabten 
by Kant in hie desire to purge "mcf abty of every 
emotional element. Jc^n Stuart Mill, also, it may 
be noted, ne-ror speaks of “ Benevolence,” but 
of “ beneficence ” : as if tim reference could only 
be to a course of conduct which woultf promote 
general happiness—never to 0 state of character 
which would of itself lead to tllat resuK^. T\^i»«vi8W 
has at least the merit of pointing to an important 
distinction—the distinction between what may be 
called the benevolence of sentiment and the benevol¬ 
ence of principle. The former has its root in the 
feeling of sympathy, which may Be described as the 
instinctive basis of benevolence, as the feeling of 
shame Vas said by Aristotle to be the instinctive 
basis of temperance and thb feehng of indigQB|tion 
the instinctive basis of justice. £^t syrfipathy is 
only the beginning of benevolence. If it remains 
entirely in the region of feeling, it is apt t6 stimulate 
action spasmodically and unequally. It>may'al«o, 
fi^d as ready satisfaction in shutting the eyes to 
suffering as in relieving it. We may^ imagine that 
the priestf and the Levite in, the'parable V^ire men 
of sympathetic emotions and could not bear to see 
a fellowjcreature in paiiT. They had, ti)pre{ore, 
to pass by on thfi other side. But they had not 
attained the virtue of benevolence. • 

At the same time, the principle of benevolence, af 
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it'remain a o^re^principle of reason, has failed to 
spread itself over the whole nature and to work 
itself but into a virtuous character. It leaves the 
pntouched by anj’ sense of unity with those 
whonl he benefits. Th* man who has merely the 
principle of benevolence in him is apt to think 
duty to humanity 'exhausted by an annual sub¬ 
scription to,the Chtflrity Organisation Society. 

Perhaps Kant’s idea of benevolence—or rather 
beneficence—may be not unfairly illustrated by 
the portrait of Madame Beck drawn by Charlotte 
Bronte: “While devoid of sympathy, she had a 
suflBciency of ratioilbl benevolence : she would give 
in the readiest manner to people she had never 
seen—gather, however, to classes than to individuals. 
‘ Pqiv les pauvres,’ sHh opened her purse freely— 
agai^t l!he poor man, as a rule, she kept it closed. 
In jftiilftnthrnpic schemes for the benefit of society 
at iarge she took a cheerful part; no private sorrow 
touched her : mj force or mass of suffering co»- 
centrated in one heart had power to pierce bars. 
Not the agoQy in Gethsemane, not the death on 
Calvar^^ Sonld ha^e wiung from her eyes *one tear.” 

The virtue which never reaches the reason is not 
virtue but sentiment; bfft the virtue which remains 
in the reason and never leaves sit, is equally im- 
peVeo|- continued'will to do beneficent acts 

becomes a volunftary habit and gives it? tone to the 
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feelings ; and it is only when it has done so—when 
love has taken the place of law—lhaf the character 
is truly benevolent. • 

A second •disputed poiflt arises in connexion 
with benevolence, and (wncems the perennial 
question of the nature of the good. What iS the 
nature of that good of other fnen which it is the 
benevolent man’s formed voliflonaf hajbit tg peek ? 
If good, in the last analysis, could be resolved into 
a certain succession of pleasant feeUngs, then we 
might say that for others as for self, the end to be 
sought was happiness. It is, however, not on this 
ground only that the object of benevolence has been 
restricted to the promotion of happiness. Kant 
himselfr the most consistent opponent of hedonistic 
morality, to whom the desife for pleasure (t4af is, 
one’s own pleasure) was the typical expfession of 
the maxim of the evil will,—Kant, nevertneless 
thought that our duty to our neighhoum couli^be 
aummed up in seeking their happiness on pleasup?. 
Hss reason for this view was, however, very different 
from that which the utilitarian woul4 give for the 
same doiJtrine. True goodness,^ he thdught, lay 
in a state of will, in a will determined solely by 
the one .moral motive, th0 reverence for nq)ra],law 
or goodness. It rwas too purely personal to be 
reached by any of those tnodifications of exte(|hal 
Donditions % which the actions of one man upon 
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aifother are restricted. Kant was indeed so con¬ 
cerned for th^ purity of morality that he may be 
said t* have banished it to another world, in which 
sense cannot touch th% sprinp of nation and the 
wiil is a timeless act. thus makes inexplicable 
two ’leading facts of morality—the moral nature 
of society, and th? moral progress made by the 
indiiid^al. , • 

If the individual can peiss to higher stages of 
moral attainment in his personal life—if moral 
progress, that is, is a fact—it is because the im¬ 
pulsive and sensitive nature can become subdued 
to and spiritualised by the moral law or moral 
ideal; because the good—that is, the good will— 
can and does enter into those manifestations of 
mepj^l life in and tlfrough which a man stands 
related Eo the .world of nature and to other men. 
Thd’fact of moral progress, therefore, involves also 
th* connexion and mutual influence of the good will 
vit& the •perceptive and emotional life : through t^e 
latter goodness is brought into a region which gan 
be touched apd infl uenced by external conditions. 

The £(fod which social virtue seeks nfhst, there¬ 
fore, be of no meaner rank or lesser significance 
thafi t^t which personal virtue conteniplates as 
its goal. If the attainment o4 many and varied 
lasting pleasures is b poor account of the moral 
man’s ideal for*himself, it will be iniUffioient-also 
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as a desoription of the good he csa do to otheiiis. 
Even Kant himself seems to recognise this when, 
in spite of his own premises, he looks uptn the 
happiness of i^others which the good man seeks as'' 
clearing from their path some of the obstacles to 
virtue. 

At the same time Kant’s utterances on this point 
—inaccurate ejs I think they 'are, andi. imperfectly 
supported—may yet serve as a necessary caution 
against what may be called the fanaticism of 
benevolence. As a man’s own moral progress is 
slow and painful, and as “ the native hue of re¬ 
solution ” is not only “ sickbed ‘ o’er by the pale 
cast of thought,” but often sinks in the mire of 
sense, 6r stumbles against the rocks of outward 
circumstance—as it is only by repeated and coi)B(ant 
efiorts, after many failures and deubtfuf bajt/tles, 
that the good will attains its triumph and fashions 
character in the likeness of its ideal—such but atill 
greater are the difficulties in the \yay of benevolent* 
aofiivity producing goodness in others. For here 
the influence is external; and though it is never 
perhaps \^ithout an internal effect—an hftoct on 
oharaoter—that effect is hard to calculate. Alms¬ 
giving nxay be misused, sytnpathy may be cglioided 
by ita object; so*that demoralisation may be the 
result of the most benevolent intentions. -fhig* is 
indeed a cdfiuuonplaoe. For in these days public 
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benevolence hM become an artj and like other arte 
is in danger or passing into the hands of a special 
class »f experts. It is well tBat it should be directed 
b^ all the knowledge Vhich experience gives and 
by the insight which ageds both tact and training. 
But *the exercise of influence upon others is not a 
function of which "an individual can rid himself 
and ^^l^ch l^e can lay on the shoulders of a selected 
class—like engineering or the practice of medicine. 
He cannot help exerting an influence deep or 
shallow, good or bad, upon his surroundings. This 
is at once the privilege and the duty which comes 
From the moral Solidarity of mankind. And the 
ideal benevolent man is he who jrecognises his 
moral .unity with others, and strives, accdWing to 
bis c|pportunities, for them as well as for himself, 
to obtain the conditions and promote the activities 
□f a^orthy moral life. 

A third*question, which is not without difficulty, 
t^ajf be saised in conclusion. Who are the propv 
objects of benevolence 1 To whom is it to ,be 
shown ? , • 

We already sean that, in the courfc of social 
and moral development, all the virtues gradually 
a wider sweep f courage extendf beyond 
control of physical danger; t«mperanoe reaches 
to*(he due ordering of other volitional ^tema than 
those of sensdal deeire. Similarly in ttil case ol the 
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social virtues : justice recognises a widening cirsle 
of rights ; and benevolence, also* n^kes universal 
claims. Even a term f^r benevolence was unknown 
to the classical moralists Greece. The place 
of the virtue was in part sijfplied by the esc'lusive 
devotion of friendship, and in part by lesser virtues, 
such as Uberahty, which really* depend on benevol¬ 
ence. Citizens alone counted in t6e e^timE^ism of 
Plato and Aristotle. Slaves and even aliens seemed 
outside the sphere even of justice. But when the 
city’s independence was destroyed and the city 
ceased to be the home and protector of the philo¬ 
sopher, he came to imagine a citiee'hship of the world 
which—albeit in the barest outline—foreshadowed 
modem‘philanthropic development. To the. Stoics 
the brotherhood of man, which they asserted,^ re¬ 
mained a dream. And to us still, perhaps, ■it is^only 
a splendid vision, to which future ages may attain. 
The practical difficulty of the benevdlent iiiAn 
^ises when he is called upon to decide between' the 
cojmpeting claims of difierent social groups. Family 
aSeotiom patriotism, and philanthrppy—to take 
only the broadest and most gteneral divjsions— 
often seem at issue with one another, and it is hard 
to recoqoile their conffioting interests; perhaps 
it is not always possible to do so in detail. The 
simple rule, to do always what Ues nearest, mh|ht 
bind to nafhiw or party interests 'thd powers that 
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wure meant for mankind. On the other hand, 
to say that tie larger group is always to have 
the pueference, might play ffavoo with those closer 
bonds without which humanity itself njust be driven 
from (hi path of progr^. Bub perhaps two practical 
maxkns may be given. One of these is that the 
extension of the sphere of benevolence should not 
be aliened to irilerfeie with the intensive power and 
glow of the affection. The other is that devotion 
to our narrower surroundings should be accom¬ 
panied by wider interests: the one will often inspire 
or enlighten the other. In making moral pocket- 
handkerchiefs fortl^ natives of Borrioboola-Gha, do 
not forget your station and its duties; in cultivating 
your own garden, always remetnber that-you are 
a citizen of the worldf 



CHAPTEI^ VIII 

EEUGION AND THf/MOBAL LIFE , 

The question must now be asked whether the moral 
life, as it has been described in the preceding ch^g^rs, 
is complete in itself, or whether something more is 
needed for its perfection, If it is complete its 
parts must be so related as to form a unity. Further, 
as it is not a mere thought but a life, it needs power 
to overcome obstacles and to m^^nirest its goodness. 
How are this unity and this power to be vindicated 
for the moral life ? • 

It is clear that it seeks unity and that it implies 
power in its manifestation. All the virtues bring 
system into human character and exhibit the 'con¬ 
trol of the " lower ” by the “ higher " elemenip. 
The distinction of lower from higher has wot beeq 
established, and cannot be established, by logical 
proof. It has been taken for granted that the 
spiritual life is better than the^life ef Bense,'aHd that 
the life of social service is better than selfishness. 
By applying this postulate a measure of unii;y baa 
bwn shoira to exist in the moral life, both in respect 
of the different mai^estatioBS of personal ohaiuctcA- 
and in respect of the competing oloimb of self and 

IM 
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others. The moral attitude, however, is affected 
by the materia^ upon which it works ; this modifies 
its scope atithe same time tJkat it gives a field for 
its eArcise. Temperapce, for example, is con- 
'ditionpd by the play of impulses and Uesires which 
are diie’to the anima^^ature of man and to his 
environment. Courage is built on a similar basis; 
it has to restrain certain impulses and to regulate 
otheA.* Justice and benevolence, in their exercise, 
are in obvious dependence upon social conditions. 
The good life is thus exhibited in many forms ; 
is it possible to state a single principle which will 
give unity to its pariety T 

This principle of ’unity has been sought in two 
different directions : in reason,... as the supreme 
factor fti personal life ; and in the social order which 
condact furthers or hinders. The former method is 
mos^ prominerft in Greek ethics. Wisdom was 
looked upqn by the greatest thinkers as the source 
and ^easure of all kinds of goodness, as well as itself 
•fhe supre&ie type of goodness. These thinkers hav® 
described the attributes of this intellectual life ; h«it 
aFwa}^ tl^ir description has tended to pMualism 
of a new kind. (5n tlfe one band, the philosopher 
only—^if even he—can attain that pure vision of the 
idea) winch is the source both of the reality and of 
the power of ordinary life. On the other hand, the 
great mass of,men cannot see what he g^ee. They 



128 


THE MORAL LIFE ' , 

^ C 

may display the commonplace or civic virtues: 
though they will do so only wh® ^ey follow tlie 
guidance of his reason and not of their own. Philo¬ 
sophers have shown varioug degrees of confidence 
in the ability of this higher intellectual vision ito 
rationahse the grounds and l^ues of conduct. But, 
even if their solution is adequate for their own lives, 
it cannot be of any avail in the nose of those by 
whom the vision is unattainable; and it lea ves the 
great majority of men to the lower morahty of 
following the bidding of the intellectual few. 

This perhaps is the reason why modem writers, 
as befits the citizens of a democratic state, favour 
the other method and offer a social explanation 
of morality. But-this method also has its defects. 
Society is nothing more tl\pn an organisation of 
individual men which is capable of persisting thiojgh 
the changes which birth and death hiake in ita^con- 
stituent members. Its life is not independent of 
the persons who compose it; nor has it value Oip'art 
fVom ito contribution to the well-being" of meii^ 
T6 take the tendency to social vitality, or to social 
order ail'd progress, as the stani(^ard' of ^^oodness, 
will give a working theory "within certain limits. 
These limits are set by tl^e facts that society con¬ 
sists of &nd exists for men; that the mere (h'gailisa- 
tion is valueless a|)art froiq the persons organisejd i 
that forms (Of society are good or bad according to 
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the type of man they tend to produce and maintain ; 
and that the^Bwial order iieelf needs constant 
guidance an'd reform by moral ideas. It is true, 
conversely, that the individual is nothing apart 
fr5m Ibooiety; but it^ioes not follow from this 
that the latter sets the moral standard. 

The difficulties connected with the conception 
of tha social ^rglnisnrare avoided when the standard 
of morality is fixed by reference to the collection of 
individuals who make up society — or, rather, 
humanity. The form of utilitarianism advocated 
by John Stuart Mill may be taken as an example. 
According to this* iiieory conduct is good or bad 
according to its effects upon the feelings of living 
beings.. Jn spite of the shortness and uncertainty 
of in^vidual life, the littleness of individual pur¬ 
poses, aifd the, varieties of individual character, 
the utilitarian has endeavoured to find, in the 
whgle masJ of individuals, that permanence, eleva- 
^^n/and*constancy which each unit lacks. Mill 
ffimself has left ft on record that the “ principle 
oCutility ” not only gave unity to his conception 
of things ITut provided him with a religion. * Accord¬ 
ing to Sidgwick, the happiness of the “ innumerable 
mul1jtu(|p of sentient beings, present and to come, 
seems an end that satisfies our imagination by its 
vaStness, and sustains oUr resolution by its com¬ 
parative secmfityr" And it is certain that many 
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noble lives have been lived without the light of 
any further ideal. Yet it is on^ & default of a 
fiLnal solution that it can have been put forward 
as the last 'word. The ideal is impressive and 
“ comparatively secure ” ; ^ut it fails tc t'atiKfy 
the reason, and is apt to lose hold of the wiU. The 
good or virtuous man is supposed to have this vast 
and vague end in view. But the “ innu|nprable 
multitude of sentient beings present and to come ” 
are, after all, only a collection of transitory indi¬ 
viduals—each with many failings, unworthy desires, 
and imperfect ideals. Ministering to their pleasure 
will not create the highest good; "nor will a summa -' 
tion of their imperfections produce perfection. 

The ’question, 'ISierefore, remains. Is apy real 
unity to be found in this Liultitude—any puipose 
which the history of man may worlj out, tr may be 
slowly evolving 1 If there is, and if we can i!L any 
way apprehend it, there will inevitably arise, an 
attitude of mind towards this purpose,, and '1 
will be seen the true signihoance of life. On 
other band, if no assertion at all can be made ab^ut 
the matter—if our vision is lim'ited to the play of 
events—then conduct cannot be adapted to the 
mere blank beyond. A 'completely inde^te^. pos¬ 
sibility—BO indefinite as to include a “ nothing ” 
as one of its alternatives—puzzles the mind and 
drys up t&e springs of action. ‘‘The worlfl,”'said 
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MArouB Aareliiu, “ is either a welter of alternate 
combination ^ana dispersion, yr a unity of order and 
p^videncB. If the former, why crave to linger 
vn in such a random medley and coilfusion ? why 
taE:e IhOught for anjithing except the eventual 
‘ dust to dust ’ 1 why vex myself 1 do what I will, 
dispersion wiU overtake me. But on the other 
alteraative, I reverAice, I stand stedfast, I find 
heart in the power that disposes all.” This latter 
attitude may be described as Religious Virtue. 


^ The detail of life obscures its unity of purpose and 
makes the search ^or this unity difficult. Incident 
is added to incident, as momei^follows moment, 
each w^th a different experience, a new duty. What 
has ^be done varies with circumstances ; and these 
are infinite. Meralists have commonly laid stress 
on tHe duties of man ; and, in so doing, they have 
given more or less precise directions for conduct, 
jp^hout bringing qpt the unity in its aim. A man’^ 
du^es are diverse; but his performance of them 
may be slowly building up in him a consistent 
character. *It is iJi character that the unity to 
which moral auction tends is most clearly expressed. 
Nevertheless the unity of the moral life is* apt to 
remain far from perfect. A man's character is 
devfjjop^ in- relation with the various i^titutions 
of’his time—cCurCh and state, home ana county, 
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commerce and onltore. We nyist look beydhd 
these diverse institutiqjos in order to find an objec¬ 
tive unity which may be the archetype and architect 
of the Bubjelbtive unity towards which the mO||ral 
character tends. ^ " 

A unity of this kind is supplied by the religious 
conception of the world. Of course it does not 
answer aU the questions that &ay {)e put about the 
ultimate nature of reality or even about man’s 
place in the universe. And the answers given will 
differ according to the intellectual and ethical 
characteristics of the religious belief. The religion 
may be tribal or national, and not universal. The 
higher ^powers Tg^ch are the object of worship 
may be regarded as interested only in a particular 
people, or their rule may'Tje supposed to bp re¬ 
stricted to a certain territory. Even in rfiioh-cases, 
however, a man feels himself to be in relation with 
a power which, within the limits of his imagination 
•or sympathies, may be looked .upon as ultimatK, 
‘“What you see, yet cannot see over, is as gooij^as 
infinite*.’’' Nor have religions always been ethical; 
they have their roots in otlmr puts of nTan’s nature 
as well as in the moral consciousness. Yet religion 
is never separated altogeCher from oonduot. t^en 
it is said, as b^ Epicurus, that the gods take no 
concern ^ human affairs, religion ceasee ^ p^t. 
As men's conceptions of the godhe^ are purified, 
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they enforce morality instead of conflicting with it; as 
they are deepenW,^hey tend to exhibit the varied con¬ 
tent oi morality in its connexion with a divine order. 

The conception of a ifloral order of the world, and 
of thil erder as rootec^in the nature of God, gives 
to the moral life the unity and power of which 
it stands in need. 'It confirms the postulates of 
morality; tl}e spirittial nature of God vindicates 
the supremacy of the spiritual factor in human 
life ; the relation in which all men, as spiritual 
beings, stand to God gives meaning and validity 
to the idea of the brotherhood of men. Both 
personal and soci^ 90 od are thus rooted in the same 
spiritual reality ; and it overcomgp their o^osition 
because the spiritual reality, nthough it is more 
tha^^ither of them, i^not a mere “ beyond ” but 
inspires ^hem Jboth. In this way the religious 
conception of the world gives unity to the moral 
lif% And It also gives it power. Moral enthusiasm 
9 ^ loe fed only ^y the hope that effort is not in 
v^; and belief in God gives confidence that 
goodness will prevail. • 

The e^eSt of religious faith is twofold. It brings 
a new region of spiritual interests into man's life ; 
and it ajpo affects his attitude to temporal concerns. 
Tlie former effect widens the.outiook of the moral 
lif^; the latter deepen^ its intensity. But each 
has a (danger *of *it8 own. By bringing man ipto 
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relation with the spiritual world new activities «re 
introduced into his life. It is ve'ry^easy to fit the 
whole sphere of religious observances into this 
scheme. Certain times of a' man’s life get set apart“ 
for the performance of wliat are called 'religious 
duties ; and the religious man comes to be regarded 
as the man by whom these duties are fully and 
punctually performed. Henctf the'tei^dencjr a-rises 
to distinguish religion from ordinary life in such 
a way as to lead to their separation; and the 
religious life may be represented as something 
which can be led apart from the practice of the 
ordinary personal and social virtues. Every rehgion 
can produce exapjples of a high standard of rehgious 
observance combinfed with a poor performance of 
ordinary duties. The inten'Be consciousness pf^ the 
importance of the spiritual world naay evftn lead to 
a disregard for the things of common life ^hich 
easily lapses into immorality. * c 

But religion and morality cannpt for loag be*kq|^ 
apart: unless, as in some creeds, God is confined 
to heaven and the world given ove; to the devil. 
The new spiritual interests act dpon a Aap’s inner 
attitude and thus affect the springs of conduct. 
If the object of faith be* unworthy, the jvorks of 
faith will diverge frqm the moral standard. But 
when there is faith in a Gkal who is ako good^bss, 
the virtues of personal and social life wiU remain, 
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orfy more securely baaed : active goodness will be 
intensified and Vhe aspiration after an ideal perfection 
confiryied. ’ " 

• The faith on which feligion is based has, as we 
have &een, a double Q^ect. It is manifested in a 
life ef its own in which man seeks and finds com¬ 
munion with God. It also supports and gives form 
to the ^ora^ lift. Both influences were recognised 
by the theological moralists ; but there was often 
a tendency to exhibit them as if they were mutually 
independent, and simply to add on a new depart¬ 
ment dl “ theological virtues ” to the virtues already 
recognised. This'method dates from the work of 
Ambrose in the fourth century. He adopted the 
traditional four virtues of BlSfo’s classification, 
in form in which'they had been popularised 
by Cicer®, and gupplemented them by the apostolic 
triad^of faith, hope, and charity or love. The same 
m^hod w5s followed by the great schoolmen of 
iJie thirteenth century, and adapted to a philo| 
srahical doctrine in which a deep and broad dis¬ 
tinction was {Irawn between the natural ^nd the 
supema^u^l. Hiftnan, reason was regarded as 
competent in the former department; but, for 
knowledge of the latter,* man was held to, depend 
oh revelation. The same distinction was carried 
ov«|||iinto morality. There was a natural morality 
and a supem&tural : the former was tOb home of 
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the traditional virtues, as described by Plato or by 
Aristotle ; the latter consisted of the Virtues of faith, 
hope, and charity, which were communidated man 
by divine grace. Thus thtf kingdom of grace was 
regarded as a realm apart ^om ordinary mcifalily. 
Of the higher morality, or morality of ^ace,. love 
was the crown, faith the condition ; and emphasis 
on its value led to depreciation of *bverythip^ that 
was not of faith. Long before the days of the school¬ 
men, Augustine had said that true virtue was im¬ 
possible without true religion ; and, in an unin¬ 
spired moment, he had described the virtues of the 
heathen as “splendid vices.”, 'He failed to do 
justice to the moral consciousness that follows the 
good siiflply becausKit sees it to be good, and vithout 
thought of anything beyond. The same harrow 
view outlasted the times of the pchoolmen. “ I 
give no alms,” said Sir Thomas Browne, “ to s&tisfy 
the hunger of my brother, but to fulfil find acc(jm- 
plish the will and command of my God ” ; -and, tn s^ 
B^ing, forgot the gospel he followed, which makes 
the lova of one's brother come first and prepare iite 
way for the love of God. Thp view with WhYch these 
statements are connected mistakes the true bearing 
of religipn upon morahtyf Religion does jiot ^up- 
plant ordinary mprality and substitute somethidg 
else ; but it deepens a man's insight into whatk is 
good, andTendera it support. 
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■ It is of the essence of the religious attitude, as 
formed by Ciriftianity, that the moral law and 
mora^ ideals are regarded af belonging to the nature 
of God and as in some way realist in His per- 
f^ctidn* The perfonnj^nce of one’s duties as divine 
commands—which Kant regarded as the funda¬ 
mental element in* religion—is not rightly inter- 
pretec^ as merC obedience to a supreme legislator. 
It imphes tlie recognition of the divine will as also 
the highest goodness, and of morality, therefore, 
as attaining its perfection in likeness to God. 

The religious attitude influences the whole content 
of morality: gil^e% it form, as has been already 
said. It also accentuates certain qualities in the 
moral, life which, apart fronV’feligion, '(fould not 
receive the same prominence. Two of these qualities 
caA for tome remark. 

IlAimility is commonly regarded as characteristic 
o4 Christfan morality in contrast with the classical 
^r pagamideal of what was admirable in man. An^, 
on the whole, Ihis view is correct. Yet Gi;pek 
^hics, at any rate, is not altogether sileqt on the 
point. , Insolence* or overweening conceit tras looked 
upon as a sin which the gods would punish. It was 
mofe t|pin a sin; it m«s an offence aga^t good 
taste : an excess which went .beyond the limits 
due and moderate ■self-estimate. And it was 
condemned Th small things as in greSt; witness 
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Aristotle’s condemnation of boastfulness as a vicio«s 
extreme hurtful to the amenities of tootal intercourse. 
But the question may* be asked, Is n6t hu^nility 
the opposite extreme, and *a8 far removed from 
virtue 1 ^ • S * 

On this question there certainly seems* to be a 
considerable divergence between the Greek and the 
Christian estimates : though the divergence ,i8. not 
so great as it is sometimes represented as being. 
Critics of Christian morality, from early times to 
the present, have been in the habit of contrasting 
the cringing attitude of the Christian saint, who 
wallows in the mire in presence both of God and of 
man, with the noble self-assertion and virile virtues 
of the Greek and iRhiman citizens. The opposition 
is unduly accentuated. The humility which c'rpgea 
in order that reproof may be escs^d of- favoui 
obtained is as unchristian as it is profoundlySm- 
moral. The Christian virtue is not, in* the fi^st 
instance, an attitude of social behaviour. .-It i^ ap 
attitude towards God, and expresses a man’s con- 
Boiousneqp both of the perfection of his ideal an^ 
of the deflbienoy of his own ^erfsrmancdT !^urther 
defined, it becomes a consciousness of sin. Now this 
attitude different from the pagan virtue qithe; of 
the antique mode), or of its modem copy. The 
difference is due to the ideal bf realised goednees wjtfa 
'which a mA compares himself. The lAoral element 
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was not usually strong in ancient pagan conceptions 
of ultimate re41ifV. From some modem conceptions 
it is yntirely absent; and fhe modern consciousness 
seeks an historical explanation of its.owTi imperfec- 
tTon4 which is fitte(j^to offend personal vanity as 
little as pcesible. 

It is quite true, however, that humility lies close 
to m^y grav0 defacts of character. It is an easy 
virtue — or no virtue at aU—for the weak of will 
and lovers of repose. But true humility, which 
does not pride itself unduly about what has 
been done, does not imply the poverty of spirit 
which leads a •n\|in so to distrust his powers 
that he becomes incapable of effective action. 
In tlie man of earnest purj<I§e, who lOiowB his 
stren^h and uses it* to carry out his plans, but 
refrainssfrom j^roclaiming his own merits and admits 
theAnerits of others, we find the better manifesta- 
tjpn of hftmility, which finds outward expression in 
icoilrteous social bearing, ^ 

Reverence is * the counterpart of humility^ in 
^ristian morals. Reverence for the idea^—for the 
law, ag Hant puis it^-inevitably humbles the man 
who is conscious of its perfection and of his own 
de^ects^ But humility ais only the negative aspect 
bf this consciousness—the side qji it which represses 
pride and olaim to meribon the part of the individual. 
Xfier^ is alsS a •positive aspect. Revefbnce for ths 
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ideal mvolves oonsoiousness of it and a certain 
community with it. Man bows befdreifitB perfection; 
but he also recognises* himself as th§ bearpr of 
morality and charged with its realisation. The 
same consciousness which i^y lead him i;ct clil 
himself an unprofitable servant shows ^m. the 
dignity of his moral calling. JHe recognises that 
his worth is not to bg meMured nlerely by, what 
he does but also by what he is capabfe of doing: 
and this consciousness of the capacity for goodnesE 
has some power in working out its own realisation 
On the other hand, reverence sometimes accentuate? 
the feeling of humility. The tjafi who recognise? 
most fully the dignity of other men is often most 
ahve to iiis own ?lhy:tooming8. His revereiyje foi 
the ideal produces a deeper •sense of the diitanc? 
which separates it from his own^ performance 
just as the man who has done most to widen kftoW' 
ledge may think his discoveries of small accoi^^ 
compared with the realms of truth still unknown. 



